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This pioneer study attempts to examine the growth of corporate philanthropy and 
the motivation behind corporate giving in Singapore. Understanding these critical aspects 
are important to local policy makers and charity organizations as it will provide empirical 
data for making decisions in taking corporate philanthropy to new heights. Motivations 
behind corporate giving, types of gifts, as well as growth in corporate philanthropy in 
Singapore vis-à-vis historical origins, demographic shifts, social development, and 
cultural belief are examined. A chronological review of available literature on corporate 
philanthropy in the United States, Europe, and other parts of the world uncovers four 
interrelated concepts namely, philanthropy, altruism, charity, and voluntarism. Four well-
established models of corporate philanthropy are discussed – Altruistic, Profit-
Maximizing; Political, and Stakeholder.  
To examine the dynamics and motivations of giving specific to Singapore, the 
following hypotheses are tested and they cover: the speed and extent of growth in 
corporate philanthropy will depend on the motivations of the Chairman/CEO towards 
charitable contributions; the decision-makers’ attitude towards corporate giving is 
motivated by his/her own beliefs and values towards charity, peer influence and the 
cultural context that he/she is operating in.   
Through qualitative and quantitative research methods, the results of this study 
show several key findings. It is found that corporate philanthropy in Singapore is 
positively correlated with profitability. While the conditions of business or its 
performance may affect the level of contributions, there is little evidence to show any 




likely to view philanthropy as a form of strategic investment and contributed the most to 
charities in absolute dollars, but not in terms of the percentage of their profits. This is 
consistent to findings with trends in the USA and Great Britain. There is some evidence 
of a positive correlation between level of contribution and the types of causes that have 
been supported – more donations have been channeled to community organizations rather 
than to charitable organizations. Tax incentive is not a strong motivator for corporate 
giving in Singapore. A significant percentage of senior management personnel are 
actively involved in the distribution function of corporate giving, preferring to give on an 
ad hoc basis suggesting “personalism” rather than professionalism. One surprising 
finding is that the Singapore sample indicated that they are not motivated by having to 
follow the industry or business network norms of giving, but rather by personal 
solicitation to give, especially by solicitors of influence. 
 Corporate giving in Singapore will increase over the years but will move towards 
strategic philanthropy rather than altruistic giving; and corporate donors will expect 
returns on their donations such as tax exemption, recognition by government, and other 
goodwill valuable to them. The survey also found that personal values of the decision-
makers are increasingly influential in shaping corporate philanthropy. Hence, an in-depth 
understanding of the social-psychological forces that influence and shape the CEOs’ 
attitudes towards giving needs to be undertaken as these factors are essential to the 
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Chapter 1: Trends and Growth of Corporate Philanthropy 
Introduction 
Corporations have varying ability to give and support charitable causes. They 
stand to gain substantially, both in the short term and in long run, from a healthy 
community and productive workforce. Yet, many corporations worldwide have given 
little support to charities.  
  In Singapore, the top 200 most profitable companies in 1999 and 2000 have given 
less than 0.01 percent of their net profits to charitable causes, based on annual statements 
of accounts of 200 most profitable companies in Singapore for 1999 –2000. In the Straits 
Times’ nation-wide appeal for the Pocket Money Fund and the Duck Race in 1999 and 
2000, corporate donations form less than 10% of the entire funds raised. According to a 
National Volunteer and Philanthropy Centre’s survey of 2,450 Singapore businesses 
between June and October 2004, corporate donations have increased to 0.21 per cent of 
their pre-tax profits in 2003. This seems to be a significant though slight increase in 
corporate charitable giving. Compared to other developed countries like United States 
(1.6% in 2003), Canada (1.03% in 2001), and United Kingdom (0.95% in 2002), 
Singapore corporate giving can be improved.  Mrs. Tan Chee Koon, said: 
“The 0.21 per cent gives cause for serious reflection. From the look of things, 
companies can certainly afford to be more generous.” (The Straits Time, Jan 14th 2005).  
We, therefore, need to understand some of the underlying reasons for such poor 
responses and examine the driving forces behind corporate giving. It is also pertinent to 
study why some companies give and some do not. Understanding the dynamics and 
motivations of giving will help charities in Singapore to enhance corporate philanthropy. 




Communities will stand to benefit in the long run if both charities and corporations 
develop a mutually beneficial relationship of giving and receivership. 
In the last decade, interests in corporate citizenship and responsibility have begun 
to exert unprecedented influence on business operations. Businesses are taking a keen 
interest in wider issues such as environmental protection, donor support, quality of life 
and human rights. Close attention is paid to how businesses meet human needs; the need 
to create a bond between its customers and its constituencies, and promote good 
corporate health as well as betterment of the larger community. The chairman of Exxon, 
which is one of the largest philanthropic donors in the United States, Mr. C.C. Gavin, Jr., 
expressed the thought succinctly in these words: 
 “Business does best in communities that are healthy, alive and secure. To stay in 
business, we have to make a profit. To succeed in business, we have to share some of that 
profit for the public good.” (April 1982, p.34). 
Many diverse global companies such as General Electric, Procter & Gamble, IBM, 
Coco-Cola, Shell International Limited, America Express, Citigroup, have publicly 
declared and shown their social responsibilities through philanthropic and volunteer 
efforts. These public testimonies by successful companies to demonstrate good corporate 
citizenship, inevitably, set the pace for other companies to be seen and be actively 
involved in corporate philanthropy. 
 The notion of corporate philanthropy has a longer historical development than 
corporate citizenship. It has been in existence since 1900s, as many companies have been 
engaged in specific charitable causes such as prevention of infant mortality, poverty and 
diseases. However, it is only in the last decade that corporate philanthropy seems to be 




activated. Researchers and practitioners of corporate philanthropy have identified some 
of the main “push” factors that steer corporations into being socially responsible. 
In this chapter, the literature on the issues and growth of corporate philanthropy 
will be examined, the prevailing theoretical frameworks for studying corporate 
philanthropy will be discussed, and a suitable theoretical framework developed for this 
study will be presented. 
1.1 Key Issues and Growth of Corporate Philanthropy 
The growth of corporate philanthropy is attributed to a few factors, namely, 
resurgence of civil society initiatives, globalization of business and scale of social needs 
and problems, emergence of enlightened corporate leadership in conjunction with the 
development of the new economy and its impact on corporate philanthropy. Each of these 
factors will be discussed. 
The Resurgence of Civil Society Initiatives. Several researchers have attributed 
the resurgence of civil society initiatives, especially in the Western economies, to the 
growth of corporate philanthropy. Changing expectations concerning corporate roles has 
led advocacy groups to demand for more social responsiveness from businesses. (Turner, 
1968; Baker & Shillingburg, 1977; Levy & Shatto, 1978; Maddox, 1981). Several 
surveys have shown that consumers are demanding that corporations be responsive to 
environmental and consumers’ well being. These have been pointed out in the following 
surveys conducted by the New York Times, 1994 MORI (a U.K. public survey company), 
1997 Lucent Technologies, and 1997 Cause-Related Marketing Trends Report. Most of 
them concluded that as customers become more educated, their expectations of the 
companies and its products also change. Customers are likely to protest against a 




company by ceasing to buy its products on behalf of being “green” and “ethical” and 
avoid using the services or products of a company they considered to have a poor 
environmental record. They demand better services, higher quality and lower prices from 
products, and expect companies to give back to the community. This has led to 
corporations being more conscious of the need to be seen as good corporate citizens by 
participating in and endorsing community projects in return for goodwill.  
Globalization of Business and Scale of Social Needs and Problems. Researchers 
have identified two major changes that propel the rise of corporate philanthropy – the 
growing complexity and increasing intertwining between economics and social issues as 
business globalizes, and the types of social needs and problems becoming more complex. 
 With the end of the Cold War and the increasing dependence on technology, 
international power structure has shifted from political and defense base to that of 
economics and business.  Many major corporations, such as Microsoft, General Electric, 
and Shell International, already control more wealth than the average GNP of a 
developing nation. To continue to maintain their wealth, these corporations have to 
expand their businesses to the entire world. As they move through this expanded horizon, 
businesses will face many of the world’s most serious problems.  
  The continued persistency of illiteracy, the growing gap between the rich and 
poor, the pressures of unregulated immigration all have the potential to destabilize the 
economies upon which development and growth depend. Governments which are 
incapable of meeting their citizens’ immediate needs for food, shelter, and employment, 
will inevitably look to the corporations, local and foreign, operating in its community to 
assist. No one business has sufficient resources to succeed single-handedly to resolve 




these difficulties. In this context, they will have to collaborate and partner with other 
companies in various parts of the world to tackle these challenges.  
This trend is reflected in the work of international donor agencies like Ford 
Foundation, Rockefeller Brothers Fund, and the Prince of Wales Business Leaders Forum. 
The major focus of these agencies has shifted from merely contributing to programmes, 
to strengthening corporate resources for nonprofit organizations. Likewise, current 
programmes initiated by the International Association for Volunteer Effort (IAVE) and 
Rotary International are aimed at mobilizing  resources from various advanced countries 
to promote corporate participation across the boundaries. 
Another recent and very interesting school of thought on the rise of corporate 
philanthropy is the birth of a new breed of technocrat millionaires. Studies of these major 
donors’ behaviors have become increasingly important, as they have transformed the 
entire social landscape of corporate leadership in philanthropic giving. (Schervish, 
O’Herligy & Havens, 2000; Greenfeld, 2000).  
Emergence of Enlightened Corporate Leadership in the New Economy and its 
Impact on Corporate Philanthropy. The new “e-economy” is predestined to change the 
shape of charitable giving and swift responses and changes to donor trends can be 
expected.  It took 50 American and Fortune 500 companies two years to collectively 
donate US$1.8 billion to charity. Within two years, in February 2000, it took only two 
persons – Ted Turner and Bill Gates to give US$2 billion to charity. (Conlin. M., Gard. L, 
and Hempel, 2004).  
 Just as information technology has rapidly changed the way that people 
communicate and their lifestyles over the last decade, the emergence of a new class of 




young, high-tech millionaires has significantly changed the scene of corporate 
philanthropy in the United States and globally.  
Several researchers and reports (Time, July 24, 2000; Business Week, November 
29, 2004) have described past generation of corporate philanthropists, such as The 
Rockefellers and Carnegies, as being less democratically-minded than today’s up-and-
coming high-tech donors. They were more inclined to control and be focused in their 
charitable giving. Whereas high-tech philanthropists, such as Bill Gates, Walter Hewlett, 
Ted Turner and others, are more likely to support global agendas and application of 
intellectual capital or new ideas. They are more interested in the differences that their 
dollars can make than just supporting worthy causes. Unlike philanthropists in the past, 
who built up money slowly and gave it away late in life, these young nouveau-riche are 
adopting a hands-on approach to giving, adopting charities as “partners” and watching 
outcomes of their contributions more closely. (Time, July 24, Vol. 156, No.4, 2000) 
These changing behaviors and expectations of these major corporate donors will have 
tremendous implications on the directions of corporate giving and funding of the non-
profit sector. More importantly, these substantial donations by the new rich have led to 
impressive jump in major donations, despite the burst of the internet business bubble and  
signs of a sliding economy, as observed by Patrick Rooney, Director of Research, The 
Centre for Philanthropy at Indiana University (The Straits Times, May 8th 2001). 
The new philanthropy as embraced by the new rich and the leaders of the new 
economy are characterized by pushing of big ideas, focusing on global rather than local 
issues, leveraging resources, and personal formulas for giving. There are several schools 




of thoughts on why the e-world philanthropists thinking, expectations, and behaviors are 
so different from the “old” economy rich. 
Sedgwick (2004) proposes that the key driver is the ethos of the new economy, 
where making money and giving away money is perceived as an act of inventing and 
solving problems, not as two antithetical operations. The new rich just love inventing 
new and big things and be personally involved in solving problems. Just as these 
entrepreneurs thrive on risks and strive for fast bucks and returns of investment, they 
apply the same principles to their investment in philanthropy. Unlike in the old economy 
where corporate giving to community is a tradition of the corporation, following the rules 
and regulations of the companies and the community, the interests of the new 
philanthropists are usually guided by personal reasons. This attitude is aptly summed by 
one of the leading new economy philanthropists, Steve Kirsch who said (Sedgwick, 
2004): 
“Enlightened self-interest.  What I do may appear to be for unselfish reasons, but 
actually it’s for me and for the people close to me, my family especially.”  
Hence, researchers and practitioners studying the dynamics of corporate 
philanthropy, are now delving deeper into the motivation behind the key decision-
makers’ charitable behaviors. Understanding these major corporate donors’ motivation to 
giving is a critical area of research in corporate philanthropy as they usually form 80% of 
the total corporate giving in any community. They also set the pace and roles of 
leadership in corporate giving, not only locally but also regionally and globally. 
 
 




1.2  Motivations in Giving 
We need to look into the real motives and purposes of corporate giving. This is a 
challenging issue to examine and is critical to understand factors influencing giving in the 
field of corporate philanthropy.  
In an American 1948 public opinion study conducted by the Opinion Research 
Corporation, on attitudes of the general public, of community leaders, and of 
stockholders on corporation giving, it was found that most of the people sampled are 
supportive of corporate giving.  80 per cent of the general public approved corporate-
giving to charitable causes and only 5 per cent definitely disapproved. When the same 
was asked of a group of community leaders, teachers, clergymen, lawyers, editors, 78 per 
cent favoured and 7 per cent were against, with 5 per cent qualified support and 10 per 
cent no opinion. When the question was narrowed to those community leaders who hold 
stocks, substantially no difference was shown: 76 per cent for, and 8 per cent opposed. 
Under the still more searching question, “Should officers in the company in which you 
own stock give company money to charitable causes?” the favorable votes declined to 62 
per cent and  the negative rose to 13 per cent; reflecting a  relatively strong approving 
sentiment. 
This survey also indicated that the degree of support for donation to charitable 
causes decreased as the stakeholders’ interest in the company increased. What are the 
reasons that led to this change in attitude towards giving? Is it the lack of altruism, 
uncertainty on how officers donate to charitable causes, or could not see how 
contributions were directly related to corporate or employee benefits? 




While the issue on motivations of giving is still being studied, several researches 
have shown that corporate giving is undoubtedly influenced by mixed motives. It is not 
based on pure altruism. It is more likely to be due to enlightened selfishness, i.e. 
corporations believe that their contributions will be beneficial in one form or another to 
their companies and donors. While there is no conclusive evidence that this is the key 
motivator, there are more findings which support the theory that with the growing 
complexity of the business environment, corporations will be embroiled in some 
legislative, legal, labor, community or product controversy at some point during their 
existence. This is reflected as early as 1950s by Andrews (1956) a pioneer in the study of 
corporate philanthropy, when he concluded that however broad their charters were, 
“contribution” programmes by companies tended to benefit companies more than the 
welfare of mankind.  
It will be useful to find what are the key factors and motivators that promote 
corporate giving. This provides a critical analysis of the patterns of philanthropy of major 
corporations in Singapore. 
Key Factors Influencing Charitable Giving. Based on a 1948 study of 326 
American corporations by the Russell Sage Foundation, the following were identified as 
key factors influencing gifts: size of company, number of employees, type of industry, 
donations and business cycles, motives and purposes of giving, level of involvement with 
charitable organizations, symbols of corporate success and affluence, and personal values 
of key corporate decision-makers. 
 
 




A summary of these key factors are as follows:  
• the bigger the companies, the lower their rate of charitable giving;  
• the highest level of giving in proportion to net income occurs in smaller 
corporations with few employees (less than 50) and the lowest in the 
larger corporations; 
• the amount of contribution and the decision whether to contribute at all 
is in many cases largely determined by the actions of other members of 
the same subgroup i.e. within the same sector; “duty to community” is 
seen as the key motivation and purpose influencing gifts; 
• the higher the level of involvement with nonprofit organizations results 
in larger gifts and greater propensity to give;  
• philanthropic involvement is viewed as symbolic of the donors’ personal 
success and affluence; and 
• personal values of the owner are one of the strongest factors affecting 
charitable giving by companies.  
According to the Russell Sage Foundation Study in 1948, “the bigger the 
companies, the lower are their rate of charitable giving.” The giant corporations, those 
with assets of US$100 million and over, reported a charitable giving rate of only 0.33.  
Corporations of intermediate size, with assets between US$1 million and US$100 million, 
gave at a rate of 0.8.  Corporations with less than $1 million assets gave at a rate of 1.27. 
Corporations with assets of less than US$50,000, appear to have contributed at a rate of 
7.48. 




Likewise, based on the researcher sampling of 54 companies listed on the 
Singapore Stock Exchange Year 2002, (41 on MAINBOARD, and 13 on SESDAQ), the 
smaller companies i.e. those listed in SESDAQ, gave more to charities, in term of 
percentage to net profit.  The SESDAQ group of companies gave 0.21% of the net profits 
in 1999 and 0.19 % in 2000 versus MAINBOARD group of 0.14% and 0.12 % 
respectively. The National Volunteer and Philanthropy Centre 2004 survey also found 
that unlisted firms, usually smaller than listed firms, are more generous.  They donated 
0.33 per cent of pre-tax profits compared to 0.21 per cent contributed by listed 
counterparts. (The Straits Times, Jan 14th 2005). 
 There are several contradictory schools of thought on the extent that company size 
affects corporate philanthropy. Useem (1984) contends that the larger firm is more 
generous (regardless of profits) because their programmes are more “formalized and 
professional”. This view is supported by Mitchell’s (1989) study that larger companies 
are more likely to engage in socially responsible programmes since they are more likely 
to encounter problems associated with legitimacy. McElroy and Siegfried (1984) in their 
extensive research on the relationship of firm size and corporate contributions found that 
large corporations make proportionately lower contributions of their profits than medium 
size firms, but large corporations make proportionately higher contributions than do small 
firms. Do the motivations of large companies and medium/small firms differ when it 
comes to philanthropy? What are the contributing factors? 
 White and Bartolomeo (1982) find that larger companies, in terms of sales, tended 
to rationalize contributions as being in their long-term self-interest more often than did 
smaller companies. Smaller companies were more likely to rationalize contributions on 




the basis that business has an ethical responsibility to make contributions. Are small firms 
more altruistic and less bottom-line driven than large companies? 
 In the case of big and small companies in Singapore, it will be interesting to find 
out if they share the same motivations and rationalize their contributions as in the case of 
American companies based on the two studies. Are there other intervening variables like 
size of employees, type of businesses, and so forth? 
The Russell Sage Foundation Survey (1948) found that the highest level of giving 
in proportion to their net income came from smaller corporations with less then 50 
employees, and the lowest were from employees in the larger corporations. This is 
explained in part by the larger proportion of “approachable” executives in the smaller 
company and the probability that these are contribution practices of family controlled 
firms versus public listed companies. Harris and Klepper (1976) found that corporations 
that contribute at the tax-deductible limit tend to be family-controlled companies. In these 
companies, personal charitable obligations or desires can sometimes be satisfied through 
a company contribution, which also avoids the corporation tax.  
The Russell Sage Foundation Survey (1948) discovered that the decision to 
contribute and the amount of contribution were determined largely by actions of other 
members of the same subgroup, i.e. within the same sector.  It further showed that the 
custom and habit of giving is consistent within each industrial group. The pattern of 
giving may be quite different, in direction and amounts, from the giving of companies of 
similar size and profit position in other industries. For example, it was found that 
manufacturing industries contributed most to charities – their rate of giving has been 
close to the general average for all corporations, and they account for about half of all 




corporate giving. Wholesale trade and retail establishments ranked next as their 
contributions rate has been substantially above the general average for all corporations. 
By comparison, financial institutions as a group have contributed at a rate lower than that 
for all corporations. Utilities companies, which includes transportation and 
communications as well as other utilities such as water, gas, and electric services, have in 
all years been below the average for all corporations, and have been falling off 
considerably in relative importance. 
According to our broad survey of 200 most profitable companies in Singapore in 
1999 and 2000, and based on 54 respondents, the manufacturing companies form the 
largest number of companies that contribute to charities. They account for 43% of all 
corporate giving. In terms of rate of giving, multi-businesses group is the highest.  Its rate 
of giving is 0.65, which is higher than the average rate of 0.11 over two years. The 
second group which contributes higher than the average rate is construction industry at an 
average of 0.61 and manufacturing at the rate of 0.26. The services industry’s 
contribution rate is 0.24, which is higher than the average. 
In terms of absolute dollars giving, Transport/Storage/Communications industries 
in Singapore contributed most to charities. Transport/Storage/Communications and 
Multi-industries combined accounted for 67% of all corporations giving in 2000. Trade 
as a group has contributed at a rate lower than that for all corporations. It only achieved a 
contribution rate of 0.01 compared to the average rate of 0.11 over the two years. All the 
rest of the sectors contributed less than the average rate of contribution.  
Several outside studies have generally concluded that corporations’ share in a 
network of giving and their ties help shape patterns of giving. Studies by Galaskiewicz 




(1985b); Useem and Kutner (1986); and Useem (1991) concluded that inter-corporate ties 
tend to create a “generalized business norms and procedures” to corporate giving (Useem, 
1991). 
The Russell Sage Foundation Survey (1948) found that thoughtful corporate 
givers would have established corporation foundations to level out their contributions 
over the good and bad years. By comparing the average reported contributions of 
corporations having net profit and of those not having net profit, by amount of 
corporation assets, it showed that small companies with net loss still contributed more to 
charities than the larger companies. The latter contributions are smaller in comparison 
with assets and the reduction in a loss year is much more severe. 
The researcher’s survey of the 54 most profitable Singapore companies in Year 
2000 also reveals that the rate of giving is not proportion to the net profits. (Table 2.2.,p. 
115).  Some companies were more charitable despite their net profits being lower than 
more profitable companies. One possible explanation for this trend is that while profit is a 
pre-condition for philanthropy, only those corporations that have surpluses after giving 
dividends or reinvestment are able to engage in philanthropy. Therefore, while it may 
reflect high net profits, it is not in a position to donate in proportion to the profits. The 
findings also show that while profitability is a key factor in corporate giving, it does not 
correlate positively with amounts given. This implies that tax deduction has no 
correlation to increasing corporate contributions. This was shown in the Inland Revenue 
Authority of Singapore report (The Straits Times, 2000) in that; “about $32 [20%] 
million in tax relief for cash donations to charities went unclaimed by taxpayers [1999- 
2000]” 




More importantly, there are other factors influencing this behavior of corporate 
donors such as a positive correlation between the level and size of contributions with the 
corporate level of involvement with the beneficiaries. This finding is supported by two 
other major studies of corporate giving. Sociologist Galaskiewicz (1985a) found that the 
more ties and reliance that a CEO has to those corporate leaders central to the local 
philanthropic culture, the more money his corporation gives away. 
Another sociologist, Ostrower (1995), found in her study of 99 wealthy donors 
who live or work in New York that social standing and philanthropic activity are 
interwined.  She wrote: 
“Indeed, privileged access to prestigious setting represents another return to 
donor for philantrophic contributions, as seen, for instance, in charity benefits to 
private performances.  The lavish backdrop against which philanthropy occurs, in 
turn, contributes to retaining the identification between philanthropy and prestige. 
Many donors, who are also fundraisers for causes, stressed the importance of 
this.” (Ostrower, 1995, p. 38-39). 
Involvement with the organization becomes part of the donors’ own identity in the 
eyes of those they know. Hence, donations lead to a greater sense of involvement, 
identification, and obligation towards organization, which in turn promotes additional 
giving. Individual derives prestige from their identification with well-known 
organizations and the elite networks with which they are associated. This leads to the 
perpetuation of giving.   




Both studies show that philanthropic generosity enhances not only the status of 
the donor and CEO but also the reputation of the corporation as a successful, reliable 
enterprise and hence its ability to do business.  
The connection between status and philanthropy may be related to the perspective 
that philanthropy represents a form of exchange that brings desirable returns to the 
donors. Blau (1994) suggests that return to donor come from fellow members of the elite, 
who reward him or her for conformity to the norms of the group. Ostrower (1995) 
suggests that supporting the right kinds of organizations is reinforced by family, friends, 
and business associates and helps the donor establishes and maintains valued 
relationships with other members of the elite.  
Another key factor which affects corporate giving is personal values of the donors. 
This conclusion is supported by the Russell Sage Foundation Survey (1948) and 
Frishkoff and Kostecka’s (1991) study of 182 firms of various sizes from four cities in 
Oregon in 1991, and Burlingame and Kaufmann’s (1995) study of over 1,200 businesses 
in Indiana in 1993. It was found that personal values of the owners are one of the 
strongest factors affecting giving by companies. These personal values, related to care 
and concern, social issues, deprivation, disability and charity are strong determinants for 
charitable behavior (Smith et al, 1994). 
Prince and File (1994) multi-year study of over 800 participants and focus group 
study of 218 donors, delved deeper into the beliefs that drive the identified seven key 
personal values and motivation in giving. They are: 
• 26.6% gave because they believe that their good fortune is intertwined with that 
of their community and their philanthropy is directed towards fulfilling 




community needs. They give because it makes good sense to do so.  They believe 
that the influence of other business owners is very important to them in making 
decisions for support of nonprofits.  
• 20.9% respondents are motivated to support nonprofits for religious reasons. They 
believe God want them to help others or that the moral teachings of their religion 
charges them to support charities. 
• 15.3% give because they are financially able to do so, have a personal desire to do 
good works, and possess enough business acumen to give in a business-like way. 
The size and timing of major donations is driven by business results, tax and 
estate considerations. 
• 10.8% gave because they are members of a social class for which many 
entertainments have a fund-raising aspect.  This fund-raising aspect legitimizes 
the entertainments of themselves in the eyes of the fellow socialites.  Organizing 
large events gave them the means to develop an extensive support and social 
network of like-minded people who can tap again and again for further 
philanthropic and social goals. 
• 10.2% gave because they have some experiences that changed their life, an 
experience, which created in them a feeling of obligation or gratitude.  These 
experiences constellate around educational institutions and medical events. 
• 9% gave because it gives their life a greater sense of purpose.  They associate 
their charitable behaviors with personal fulfillment; they give from within 
themselves. The giving has to be pure and free of self-serving motivations. 




• 8.3% give because they were socialized since early childhood to do so. Giving is 
something their family always stood for, and they believe it is expected of them to 
support nonprofits. 
Therefore, understanding the personal values of the key decision makers and the 
beliefs that drive their giving are essential in helping the researcher to analyze corporate 
giving. Such an understanding provides better insights into the dynamics of corporate 
charitable giving and the trend of corporate philanthropy in Singapore.  
To what extent are the key decision makers’ personal values and beliefs on 
philanthropy reflected in their public statements on corporate giving? Of the 326 
corporations participating in the Foundation Survey (1948), 248 corporations identified 
the following key factors as the motivation and purpose influencing gifts: 
• duty to community (42%),  
• worthiness of cause (31%),  
• benefit to company (30%),  
• public relations or customer pressure (28%),  
• moral obligation or corporate citizenship (16%),  
• benefit to employees (9%),  
• limit governmental expansion (8%),  
• profit position of tax savings (7%), 
• example of other companies (5%).   
Based on the above factors, it is interesting to note that duty to community and 
worthiness of cause are the main drivers of corporate giving. This is similar to Prince and 
File’s (1994) study whereby the key motivator and personal value of donors’ giving is the 




belief that their good fortune is intertwined with that of their community and hence they 
have a responsibility of fulfilling their community needs. It is also interesting to note that 
of the nine reasons quoted for corporate giving, seven are for the benefits of corporations. 
While corporate contributions have substantially enhanced the work of many nonprofit 
organizations, the benefits do not flow in one direction only.  Hence, this makes the study 
and understanding of corporate philanthropy challenging.  
 To broaden our understanding of how corporate contributions function, the 
researcher needs to place the corporation at the centre of the benefit stream and consider 
the benefits derived from philanthropic activities and the influences of personal, 
organizational and environmental variables acting as pull and push factors. The first step 
is to understand the operative goals of corporate philanthropy i.e. what corporations do to 
demonstrate corporate giving and the reasons behind the actions. It is therefore necessary 
for the researcher to devote some discussions on the various forms of corporate giving. 
1.3 Types of Gifts 
Corporations have different approaches to charitable giving and these can 
influence the future forms of giving. Researchers have documented a number of 
viewpoints on the various approaches and its trends. These viewpoints are persuasive and 
they can be broadly summarized under some thematic categories such as cause-related 
marketing, corporate sponsorship, gifts-in-kind, employee volunteerism, and partnerships 
with nonprofit organizations. 
Cause- related marketing. Cause-related marketing is one of the most common 
forms of strategic giving. It has existed for more than twenty years, but in today’s highly 
competitive world both businesses and nonprofit organizations are reusing this. It is 




essentially a joint venture between a corporation and a nonprofit group to market 
products or services through a public association. For example, consumers may be 
encouraged to purchase a company’s products, knowing that the company has agreed to 
donate a portion of each sale to the nonprofit.  
In Singapore, the “Star Buys Annual Charity Drive”, jointly organized by NTUC 
Supermarkets and its major suppliers for Community Chest of Singapore, is an example 
of a successful cause-related marketing event. For over a period of two months, 
customers buying any of the Star Buys’ products will lead to the suppliers contributing a 
percentage of their sales to the Community Chest. While the project helps to raise funds 
for charities, it also encourages civic-minded consumers to switch brands.   
Over the years, this simple concept has evolved into more elaborate strategies as 
this form of marketing has proven to be an effective way to raise money for a variety of 
different causes, both locally and internationally. As Garrison (1990) notes about cause-
related marketing, they: 
“..offer new sources of financial support and increased public exposure. Both are 
important in a fund-raising arena that grows more and more competitive. For corporate 
partners, cause-related marketing provides an opportunity to increase product sales, 
gain public recognition and, at the same time, support the causes they care about.” (1990, 
p.40). 
Though it is an effective fund-raising tool, critics have charged that the premise of 
cause-related marketing is flawed, as charitable contribution should not provide the donor 
with a profit. Corporations should not use it as a substitute for corporate social 




responsibility. Opponents further charge that cause-related marketing efforts frequently 
help causes, which are popular and may not be the most in need of funds. 
Despite these criticisms, cause-related marketing is still very popular among 
corporations as it is a proven valuable tool in increasing sales or targeting new markets. 
While consumer loyalty, price, and quality continue as the primary drivers in buyer 
decisions, corporate social responsibility is now an important second-tier criterion. As 
consumers become more and more educated, the demand for corporations to contribute 
back to the community and be socially responsible will be likely to increase. As reported 
by Elliott (1993), a recent survey conducted by the Roper Starch Worldwide market 
research company in New York found that approximately two-thirds of respondents 
indicated that they were somewhat or very likely to switch brands “based on a good 
cause”, provided price and quality were the same.  
Overall, cause-related marketing has become particularly popular among 
competitors whose products are often indistinguishable or somewhat the same.   
Corporate Sponsorship. As more and more businesses use their donations to 
improve customer and employee relations, corporate sponsorship continues to grow in 
popularity (Maita, 1992). Corporate sponsorship usually takes the form of a joint 
promotion between a corporation and one or more nonprofit organizations. The parties 
agree to raise funds or tackle a social problem through tactics such as distributing 
products and promotional materials, and advertising.    
For example, in 1992, Glamour Magazine and Hanes Hosiery together with 
National Cancer Institute launched the “Hand in Hand” campaign to promote breast 
health. The objective is to reach out to women between 18-39 years to have regular breast 




examination. This was done through regular articles in Glamour Magazines and 
educational material inserts that appeared in 120 million pairs of hosiery. Based on the 
study of four college campuses, it was found that the “Hand in Hand” campaign 
heightened the students’ understanding of and attention to breast health. The benefits for 
both Glamour and Hanes are increased awareness of the products but more importantly, it 
enhanced their images as organizations that care for their target audience (Maita, 1992). 
In Singapore, corporate sponsorship usually takes the form of donation for charity 
dinners. This form of sponsorship is particularly popular amongst the lifestyle and 
branded products merchants. For example, the Hour Glass (a premier watch company) 
and its brand will sponsor a charity dinner and use it as a leverage to invite its customers 
and their network of friends to support the event and raise money for charities. Through 
the charity dinner, Hour Glass and the brands that they represent will be able to reach out 
to its existing and potential customers and at the same time demonstrate good corporate 
citizenship. 
Therefore, as corporations and nonprofit organizations continue to search for 
ways to increase income and to effectively communicate with large numbers of 
customers/donors, it is expected that corporate sponsorship programmes will continue to 
grow in magnitude and frequency. This form of sponsorship gives a seemingly good 
benefit to the corporations, particularly, their presence and image linked to worthy causes. 
The two main concerns of this form of fund-raising is justifying that the returns 
from the sponsorship in terms of funds raised and the awareness of the social messages 
are more than the funds spent in promoting the event and in publicizing the donors. This 
form of contribution is most effective by corporate sponsorship of specific events that are 




enjoyed by the company’s target audiences. For example, tobacco and beverage 
companies are frequent sponsors of charitable sporting events. 
 Gifts-in-Kind. Contributions in kind such as products and services are another 
effective corporate giving strategy. Product donations save time, energy, and money. The 
reduced inventory levels and carrying costs are cost saving benefits to the donors. For 
example, instead of dumping their rejected jeans, Levi-Strauss donated them to charities.  
This enhances its relations with the community and enables it to write-off a portion of the 
actual production cost for obsolete inventory. However, this  form of in-kind gifts of 
unused products are now moving to more strategic form of gifts.  For example, in 2003, 
IBM launched its global on-demand community, an Intranet site that allows IBM 
volunteers to access company technologies for volunteer projects, such as rewiring a 
child’s classroom.  This led to volunteers becoming walking billboards for the company.  
(Business Week, November 29, 2004, p. 104).  Likewise, IBM and Hewlett-Packard in 
Singapore are leaders in sponsoring computers to schools and charities. It helps them to 
dispose of their excess stock effectively, gain product recognition and goodwill with 
schools and students, and play a role in corporate citizenship.  
Besides gifts-in-kind, pro bono work is also another form of strategic giving. It is 
particularly popular among professional firms as it provides positive benefits to both 
nonprofit organizations and donors.  In the case of advertising firms, they provide free 
creative services to promote a social cause for a charity. Through its work with the 
charity to produce creative and innovative advertisements, it enables the firm to generate 
increased interest from paying customers and get noticed by potential customers who 
might otherwise not be aware of the firm’s work. 




Giving in-kind to nonprofit organizations is now assessed to be at least 25% of 
corporate cash giving. In a 1995 Conference Board survey of 463 companies, about all 
(92.5%) said they have cash-giving programmes in the United States, but two-thirds 
(66.3%) sponsor in-kind giving and more than half (52.7%) donate products.  Outside the 
United States, the range is narrower, cash giving – 62.3%, product donations – 44.6%, 
and in-kind giving – 23.1% (The Conference Board Report, 1995). In-kind contributions 
are becoming increasingly popular as such giving saves time, energy, and money, and 
creates opportunities to turn the excess inventory into positive public image assets.   
Corporate Employee Volunteerism. Employee volunteerism is a relatively new 
phenomenon. It only started in the 1970s when companies began to see community 
service as a way to improve their public images and serve the communities in which the 
business operates. According to a study conducted by the Conference Board, employee 
volunteer programmes help companies to attract and retain good employees. It also builds 
employees’ skills and attitudes that foster commitment, company loyalty, and job 
satisfaction.  Morale is as much as three higher in companies with volunteer programmes 
(Caudron, 1994). 
According to The National Volunteer Centre, more that 1,100 major U.S. 
corporations had established structured activities to involve their workers in community 
volunteerism by 1990. A 1996 survey of 180 leading U.S. companies found that 79% had 
volunteer programmes (Levin, 1997). The increased popularity of corporate volunteerism 
has led corporate philanthropy practitioners to predict, that in this era of demand for 
services and the increasing need for accountability by recipients, employee volunteerism 




will be a good bridge in cultivating a closer relationship between corporate donors and 
nonprofit organizations.  
It is anticipated in the USA that corporate volunteerism will grow in tandem with 
the need to better enhance employee morale, and the transfer of the skills from the 
corporate donors to the nonprofit organizations. This is an interesting aspect to follow-up 
especially with increasing interests of government, National Volunteer and Philanthropy 
Centre (NVPC), and corporations to encourage its staff to participate in community 
services. 
In the Singapore, volunteerism rate is relatively low; it is about 10% (Singh, Ong, 
& Vasoo, 1997). While various national initiatives have been created to increase 
volunteerism, such as the setting up of the NVPC, compulsory community services for 
secondary schools students, and national awards to recognize volunteers; the results have 
yet to be measured.  In Singapore’s current work and social environment, employees are 
often overtaxed at work and in their personal lives. This certainly diminishes their 
capacity and interest in volunteering. Tensions caused by the current economic 
uncertainty, such as lay-offs and highly competitive marketplace, will further undermine 
interest in devotion to community issues. Finally, the presence of hierarchical companies, 
where decisions are centralized in the hands of some key personnel may make it difficult 
to foster volunteer programmes; as successful employee programmes are usually driven 
and managed by employees.  
Therefore to increase corporate volunteerism in Singapore, nonprofit 
organizations have to gear themselves to actively promote and ensure that corporate 




volunteers are used effectively and provide some forms of measurable returns to the 
company and its employees.  
Corporate Partnerships with Nonprofit Organizations. As discussed earlier, the 
close interdependency between economic and social issues will continue to force 
corporations to play a more dynamic role in education, social and environmental issues.  
Corporate involvement in the education and political arenas are increasing both 
domestically and internationally as it is essential to businesses gaining both local and 
government support. For example, Levi-Strauss cushioned the blow of extensive factory 
closings and employee’s layoffs by tying up with nonprofit to provide job placement, 
counseling and child care, to help its employees cope with unemployment.  
  Generally, corporate partnerships with nonprofit organizations in Singapore are 
confined to clearly defined parameters such as issues on corporate volunteerism and 
employees' donations. This is in alignment with the Singapore Government’s 
“philosophical aversion” to subsidies and its emphasis on the traditions of extended-
family responsibility and filial piety. However, in certain instances, corporate 
partnerships with nonprofit organizations are positioned visibly to demonstrate the 
donors’ concerns and active participation in community well-being. For example, 
Singapore Pools is a strong alliance in supporting the Community Chest in its annual 
fund-raising efforts and in sponsoring the Singapore Police community protection 
programmes such as “Crime Watch.” 
Likewise, companies seeking to become or remain important and recognized 
players in overseas markets are cultivating relationships with key figures in business 
community, government and the media. The success of partnership alliances with 




governments differs from country to country and even within its different community or 
cultural groups in each country.   
Generally, corporate donors tend to select issues that are acceptable as they 
cannot afford to focus on issues that are too thorny and controversial. Neither do they 
want to support causes that are unglamorous and/or not media-friendly. Researches do 
indicate that the trend of corporate partnerships with nonprofit organizations is growing, 
especially in America and some third world countries. There are still a variety of issues 
that have yet to be addressed. Examples of Issues are the impact of a corporate 
partnership upon the nonprofit organization’s mission, loss of autonomy by the recipients, 
and the extent of advocacy roles to be played by the corporations in assisting nonprofit 
organizations to pursue their missions without impacting negatively on its businesses. 
These issues are currently being researched and examined by corporate philanthropy 
practitioners.  
1.4 Trends of Corporate Philanthropy 
Corporate philanthropy is on the increase and the trend is likely to grow over the 
year. According to a BusinessWeek special report on USA philanthropy 2004, global 
philanthropy is one of the hottest USA exports these days.  Total corporate giving abroad 
rose 13.82% from 2002 to 2003.  International programmes accounted for 16% of USA 
corporate giving in 2003. (BusinessWeek, Nov. 29th, 2004, p.100).  Likewise in 
Singapore, the Straits Time 2004 reported that corporate donations rose from S$250.9 
million in 2002 to S$310 million in 2003, inspite of SARS and a slow economy. (The 
Straits Time, July 5, 2004, p. 1).   




Although corporate contributions are and will be increasing, they are still affected 
by social spending of individuals and the government.  Corporate philanthropy accounts 
for approximately five percent of the total of individual and institutional contributions to 
non-profit organizations in USA (Bertsch 1985). In Singapore, the percentage is much 
lower - less than one percent of the total contributions to charities. (The Straits Time, 
January 14, 2005). Corporate philanthropy is even more marginal compared to 
government contributions to social programmes. However, governments all around, 
including Singapore, are trying to promote tripartite involvement in community problem 
solving. This sharing of social responsibility will see more partnerships amongst 
corporations, government and charitable organizations. 
It is inevitable that corporate involvement in social needs will intensify over the 
years and across boundaries as social problems and needs in the community have become 
increasingly complex as described earlier.   
  However in recent years, the assumption that increased corporate awareness and 
participation in charities lead to corresponding increase in the percentage of corporate 
contributions in proportion to corporate profits is challenged. In fact, the reverse trend is 
observed by The Conference Board, Council for Aid to Education. Its 1997 report stated 
that while corporate profits before taxes has increased from US$218 billion to US$850 
billion from 1986-1996, the rate of corporate giving as a percent of profits has decreased 
from 2.3% to 1.3% of profits within that same period. In 1997, U.S. corporate 
contributions have declined further to 1.1% of pretax income.  
Various researches have examined this paradox and suggested several reasons for 
this trend though they are not conclusive. The common reasons leading to the trend of 




increased corporate giving but decrease in proportion to profits are centered on the 
complexity in the measurement of the worth of corporate gifts. One key factor 
contributing to the complexity of measurement is the increasing shift of corporate giving 
from altruistic to strategic investment. Corporate philanthropy now involves gifts of 
products and services, as well as employee volunteer programmes and cause-related 
marketing. These contributions are often reported as business expenses rather than 
contributions. The current measurements of corporate donations rely mainly on cash gifts, 
with in-kind donations valued at a percentage of company estimates, and the latter is 
usually done arbitrarily.  
There is very little research that provides support on the financial performance of 
corporate philanthropy. Comprehensive measures of social responsibility and rigorous 
models are needed before we can say with any degree of confidence the returns of 
investment from corporate philanthropy, both for the donors and recipients, are positive. 
We need to know what to measure, what information to collect, identify various giving 
strategies, and benchmark it against a common theory to analyze the success of each 
strategy.   
Since the study of corporate philanthropy, especially in Singapore, is in its 
infancy, it is more fruitful for this research to delve deeper into what motivate corporate 
donors to give and what forms of giving will encourage them to donate further; rather 
than the financial performance of different types of giving. The issue of financial returns 
on corporate giving will need to be addressed and this is a fertile area for future research 
on corporate philanthropy.  




To begin the process for research into the motivation of giving, the researcher will 
examine several different theoretical frameworks of corporate philanthropy. Each of the 
frameworks contains different implications both for the practice of corporate 
philanthropy and for the research agenda required to advance this field of study. By 
sketching out these implications, the researcher can identify some of the key research 
questions and issues that will be relevant for investigation on corporate philanthropy in 
Singapore. In the next chapter, the review of past and present trends of corporate giving 
in Singapore will be covered as this analysis is essential in providing a backdrop on the 
research of CEOs’ motivation in giving.  




Chapter 2: The Growth of Corporate Giving in Singapore 
Introduction 
The growth of corporate philanthropy can be examined from a few main 
perspectives. Firstly it can be explored from the basis of the milestones of social and 
historical development. Secondly, it can be studied from the life course perspective which 
covers human development and demographic changes. Lastly, it can be analyzed from the  
political and economic development of a society. The better the socio-political and 
economic progress, the more corporations will be involved in philanthropic activities 
which is elaborated by Payton (1988).  These included activities such as voluntary 
services, voluntary associations and voluntary giving for public purposes. It also included 
benevolent support for the improvement of socio-economic conditions of the community.  
To understand the development of corporate philanthropy in Singapore, the 
researcher will trace the growth of Singapore immigrants, the roles played by clans 
associations and mutual help groups, the socio-political developments over the years, and 
the role played by the State and the Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in shaping 
its development here. 
 2.1 A Historical Overview of Corporate Giving in Singapore  
For a better understanding of the development of corporate philanthropy in 
Singapore, one must first review the changes of philanthropy and government philosophy, 
in the context of Singapore's history. 
The Growth of Clan Associations and Self –help Groups. When Singapore was founded 
in 1819, the goal of the British colonial government was to develop the island into the 
most important entreport in the East.  The population, originally consisted of 150 Malays, 




grew rapidly with the arrival of Chinese, Malays and Indians immigrants (Jackson, 1961). 
By 1824, there is a cosmopolitan population of about 10,683 with Malays being the 
majority. The wars, famines and political instability in China in the 19th Century drove 
thousands of Chinese to seek their livelihood elsewhere and Southeast Asia attracted 
more than its fair share of Chinese migrants. For Singapore, a more important reason for 
Chinese was that the British welcomed all newcomers who were likely to improve the 
value of the island as an entreport which provided attractive incentives to the settlers 
(Wang, 1959). By 1830s, the Chinese outnumbered the Malays in Singapore. Since then, 
the Chinese has dominated the Singapore population. Ganguly (1997) stated that the 
origins of the Malay population are more complex. Some Malays were the indigenous 
group when Raffles arrived in 1819. Others were migrants from Malacca and Java in the 
mid 19th Century and the Japanese also brought in some Javanese conscript laborers after 
World War II. Generally, the Malays tend to look for solidarity in their own distinctive 
way which did not clash with their innate sense of personality and individuality (Lee, 
1991). They turned to the more natural ties of family and kindred for both emotional and 
economic support in a crisis. The surest support they can call on is their parents who 
never ceased to care for the welfare of their children, even when they have grown up. 
Other than parents, the Malays would go to a range of close kinship which includes their 
siblings and cousins. The moral notion of mutual help for the Malay community is the 
family and its immediate members. The secondary source of assistance was the mosque 
and this is limited to very minimal financial assistance. The tight family and religious 
support network did not facilitate the formation of formal self-help organizations. The 
relatively poor educational performance and socio-economic development of the Malays 




compared to the rest of the nation as shown in the Singapore Census in 1980, led to the 
formation of the first self-help group for Malays, the Yayasan MENDAKI. It was 
launched  in 1981, by Dr. Ahmad Mattar, the then Senior Minister of State for Education 
and Acting Minister for Social Affairs. The MENDAKI has representatives from social, 
literary and cultural groups and PAP Malay parliamentarians.  Through the efforts of 
MENDAKI, there were significant improvements in education, for example, in 1987 
cohort of Malay students, only 7% made it to polytechnics and universities.  By 1999, the 
figure had increased to 28% while the national percentage was only 14%.  Likewise, in 
1991, a group of Muslim gradates formed the Association of Muslim Professionals 
(AMPS).  They had objectives similar to MENDAKI but wanted to work independently. 
The success of the Malay self-help group led to formation of other community 
development groups in Singapore (The Straits Times, 24th July 2003).  
 As for the Indian immigrants, they stemmed largely from colonial labor policies 
and were from South India. They provided inexpensive labor to build roads, railways and 
port facilities and to work on the rubber estates. There were also large numbers of Indian 
convicts being transported to Singapore, which served as a penal settlement from 1825 to 
1873 (Jackson, 1961). Since the Indian migrants were the smallest groups of immigrants, 
there were very few studies done on their social organization. Some records showed that 
the Indians were from diversified backgrounds, ranging from laborers to educated 
businessman and spoke different languages as they came from different parts of India 
(Sandhu & Mani, 1993). Due to their differences in language and strong adherence to 
caste system, the Indians tended to form communal relationship with people of the same 




occupational background. This limited the growth of mutual assistance groups in the 
Indian migrants’ community. 
Among the three groups of immigrants, the Chinese immigrants grew the fastest. 
This rapid growth can be attributed to the support extended by the clan groups and self-
help groups.  The factors leading to the growth of Chinese self-help groups can be traced 
to the reasons for the immigration and their communal traditions in China. Most Chinese 
immigrants migrated to Singapore for economic reasons. They wanted to make a 
livelihood and sent their monies back to their families in China. To survive in the very 
scarce and difficult conditions in Singapore, they had to pool their resources together to 
protect and promote their collective interests. As self-help has always been an integral 
part of communal life in China, it is referred to as Chinese civic traditions (Pang & Low, 
2000). This led to the growth and formation of clan associations and dialect groups. The 
rapid formation of these self-help groups was also a response to the colonial rule, where 
the Chinese was given a free hand to manage their own community. Even after the 
establishment of the Chinese Protectorate in 1877 and the Chinese Advisory Board in 
1889 by the colonial government, the clans played a more important role in areas of 
welfare and security for the Chinese.  
There were two types of clan associations. They were organized based on dialect 
associations (huay kuan) as they socialized with and put their trust in those who belonged 
to their own dialect group (Lee, 1991). Alternatively, they were organized based on 
people who belonged to the same lineage, lived in close proximity and spoke the same 
dialect (Yen, 1981). The Cantonese organized the first dialect association in Singapore in 
1822 and this was followed by the other dialect groups. Both clan and dialect associations 




carried out the same activities such as mutual aid, protection, prestige and sentiment 
served to maintain solidarity among Chinese kinsmen (Freedman, 1970). Early records 
showed that there were altogether 14 Clan associations based on surnames in 19th 
Century Singapore 
Usually, these associations were funded by wealthy clansmen (Pang & Low, 
2000). They started with the modest aim to provide welfare for the newly arrived Chinese 
but later, extended their hands to help all their members in all aspects of their lives. As 
the donations grew over the years, the clans were able to provide assistance that extended 
from accommodation, employment, burial to medical care and education.  
             However, giving was usually based on kinship and village lineage. Altruism did 
not extend to all needy, but to only certain selected criteria, such as ethnicity and 
language group, which were mostly inscriptive. Most of the donations went towards 
supporting education, health and community services such as the building of schools, 
roads and temples, which the British administrators in the early days were not prepared to 
allocate facilities or money. 
 In the study of the development of corporate philanthropy in multi-racial 
Singapore, a comprehensive understanding of the beliefs and traditions in giving to the 
community will provide a good framework to analyzing the trends, developments and 
motivations of corporate giving in Singapore. Similarly, the study of socio-economic and 
political development of Singapore over the years will help in understanding the extent to 
which major political events have shaped the development of social welfare services and 
corporate philanthropy. The researcher will review these developments chronologically, 
from 1940s to 1990. 




The War Years. As discussed earlier, the self-help groups, especially among the 
Chinese migrants were the most active provider of education, health and community 
services such as the building of schools, roads and temples. The Government’s help to the 
needy was scarce, other than the Silver Jubilee Fund, a charitable trust set up in 1936 
with contributions from the public and the government. It was created for the relief of 
distress in Singapore. Assistance was given in the form of old age allowances, funeral 
grants, educational grants, meal subsidies and special allowances (Lee, 1991). The fund 
had an income of $10,000 a month which was used mainly for helping the destitute.  
  With the war, the work of early voluntary associations, missionaries and 
philanthropists came to an abrupt end. It also put a halt to all progress in education, health, 
welfare and trade (Tan, 2000). One of the very few welfare organizations to be 
established during the occupation was the Blue Cross Charitable Institution formed in 
1943. It was supported mainly by the Chinese community and it carried out relief 
activities which covered the provision of food and clothing, and helped meet burial 
expenses including free coffins to the destitute. 
The Post War Years. Despite minimal government support the purpose of many 
clan associations to take care of their own immigrants from cradle to the grave changed 
after the Pacific War. These were due largely to two main changes. Postwar Singapore 
was a contrast to the prewar country of transient immigrants. The people, especially the 
merchants’ class, clamored for a say in the government. They were actively lobbying for 
positions in the Legislative Councils, involvement with the Communist Party of Malaya, 
leading to the Rendel Commission formulated in 1955 that recommended Singapore a 
greater measure of self-government.  




The second significant change was the radical thinking on welfare in post-war 
Britain and the war-ravaged conditions in Singapore. The struggle for self-government 
led to the need for more government intervention in the provision of public assistance. 
This led to the establishment of the Department of Social Welfare in June 1946. The 
department’s main priorities were to provide emergency relief for war victims, to find 
homes for homeless people, to provide cheap meals and to eradicate juvenile delinquency 
and prostitution. To mobilize the community support to play an active role in the 
provision of social welfare services, the Department established Social Welfare Council 
which comprised representatives from religious bodies and voluntary welfare 
organizations, heads of the government and municipal departments concerned with 
welfare. The Council was a coordinating and advisory body. As the post war needs for 
public assistance, public health services and relief of occupational diseases and injuries 
increased, the Department of Social Welfare recommended the setting up of a statutory 
board, the Singapore Council of Social Service in 1958 to take over the role and functions 
of the Singapore Welfare Council. The main objective then was to promote the role and 
contributions of voluntary welfare organizations. The umbrella body was set up to bring 
together all organizations and individuals with interest in community service and social 
welfare (NCSS, 2001). This would enable the government to focus on providing essential 
services such as housing, health care and education for the masses, while the voluntary 
welfare organizations could support the Social Welfare Department in providing remedial 
service.  
Another significant measure implemented in the mid 50s taken by the government 
was to ensure that all employers contributed to the worker’s retirement scheme, namely 




the Central Provident Fund. This retirement scheme is based on contributions by 
employers as well as employees. It was initiated by the British government in 1955 and 
modified from 1968 by the Singapore government (Lim, 1986). The main objective of the 
scheme is to ensure that retired workers at 55 years had sufficient income to live without 
becoming a burden to the State.  However, the funds collected through the CPF was also 
essential in helping the government to provide housing, medical care and education for 
the masses.  
When Singapore attained self-government in 1959, more restructuring of its 
economy and society was undertaken. The People Action Party (PAP) had a strong 
commitment towards improving the living conditions of the middle and lower classes 
(Pang & Low, 2000). At that time, the PAP had to demonstrate its commitments to the 
Malays as it was part of the Federation of Malaya. Initially to help the Malay community 
to stay competitive with the other communities, education up to university level for all 
Malay children was given free. Likewise, the PAP supported social welfare spending as a 
form of controlling racial tension and promoting racial harmony. The four major aspect 
of social welfare then was health, education, housing and social security. In 1960, health 
accounted for 13.4% of the government's’ expenditure while education was the largest 
single item of its main expenditure. The Housing and Development Board (HDB) was 
also established in 1960 in Singapore to house its population as the government strongly 
believed in providing public housing to give Singaporeans a stake in the nation.    
Overall, the PAP’s management of the social welfare in Singapore greatly 
differed from that of the colonial rule and the roles of voluntary organizations also 




underwent a transformation from 1960 onwards. These changes led to the emergence of 
civil society in Singapore and conception of a ‘new’ Singapore nation (Chua, 2000). 
The Post Independent Period. When Singapore separated from the rest of 
Malaysia on 9 August 1965, it became a sovereign, democratic and independent nation. 
In having to struggle to survive and prosper on its own, the government’s strategy for 
survival and development was essentially to take advantage of its strategic location and 
the favorable world economy. However, for this strategy to succeed, the government had 
to create a sense of national identity and consciousness among a disparate population of 
immigrants.  
Several major initiatives were taken, from massive industrialization programmes, 
to enactment of The Employment Act and Industrial Relations (Amendment) Act to 
promote industrial peace and discipline among the workforce. Public housing was given 
top priority, and to encourage home ownership, Singaporeans were allowed to use their 
CPF savings to pay for these apartments. The new political and economic agenda of the 
new government caused the clans associations, especially, the Chinese associations to 
lose their momentum and mandate. The primary role of the clan associations in providing 
employment was taken over by the then Ministry of Labor, assistance in housing was 
taken over by the Housing and Development Board, and provision of education was 
centralized and managed by the Ministry of Education. The role of the clan associations 
began to shift towards more of kinship support such as funeral arrangements, social 
events and support for welfare services. 
With the British Government’s sudden decision in 1967 to withdraw its armed 
forces from Singapore by the end of 1971, Singapore has to build up its own defence 




forces. This deepened the PAP subscription to a social-democratic ideology which 
strongly emphasized self-help and family and kin group support. Such an ideological 
stance based on anti-welfarism is guided by a strong aversion for state subsidies. This  
was strongly articulated by policy makers (Vasil, 1984) and one main proponent stated: 
"We want to disabuse people of the notion that in a good society the rich must pay 
for the poor.  We want to reduce welfare to the minimum, restricted only to those who are 
handicapped or old.  To the others we offer equal opportunities and it is up to them what 
they make of [them]. Everyone can be rich if they try hard." (1984, p. 168). 
Community and charitable organizations were encouraged to help those who 
cannot care for themselves; while the government would play the role of a catalyst and 
concentrated on providing the basics and necessary funding for social service which is 
developmental and non-consumptive.  
The 1970s to 1980s. From the 1970s to 1980s, Singapore was a politically stable 
state with a high rate of economic growth. It was during these decades that the 
Government rallied for increased community and corporate participation in helping the 
less fortunate. This led to increase donations in cash and kind, sponsorships and other 
means of contributions. Another significant factor also contributed to the increase in 
corporate philanthropy in Singapore. It is the resurgence of civil society initiatives in the 
1980s, especially, in the USA, contributed to the growth of corporate giving worldwide. 
The increases in revenue of these corporations led to consumers and civic groups’ 
pressure on these giant corporations to contribute back to the community they work in, 
and from which they have taken so much. Many American overseas multinationals 
operations began to formalize their corporate giving policies to demonstrate their culture 




of giving, and encourage the local companies to emulate them. The government realized 
that it was an excellent opportunity to further promote the philosophy of self-help 
through employees and corporate giving. 
           These driving forces led to the formation of the Community Chest of Singapore in 
1984, under the auspices of the Singapore Council of Social Services. The primary 
objective of the Community Chest was to be a central fund-raising vehicle for individuals, 
corporations, and community to contribute efficiently to charities and distribute the funds 
effectively to meet welfare needs. The setting up of a central fund-raising machinery 
would also enable charities to focus on service delivery rather than fund-raising. The 
setting up of the Community Chest was also in alignment with the policy makers’ views 
of tripartite work, which included the government, non-government and corporate sectors, 
as a more effective way in solving social and community problems (Vasoo, 2001). 
Through the Community Chest, several new avenues for individual, groups and corporate 
giving were initiated these included employees’ payroll contribution, corporate matching 
gifts and special events sponsorship.   
The influence of Multi-National Corporations (MNCs) giving also contributed to 
the successful launch of the Community Chest of Singapore as they are in a unique 
position to garner resources and expertise for the social services. For example, General 
Electric helped to launch the Community Chest in 1984 by mobilizing its 1,000 
employees to manage the Fun Fair and raised the first $100,000 for the Community Chest. 
Esso Singapore Pte Ltd set the pace for petroleum group giving by matching dollar for 
dollar employees’ contributions, besides, sponsoring the first walkathon to raise 
awareness and funds for the Community Chest. The pace set by these market leaders and 




together with government endorsement contributed to the rapid success of the 
Community Chest. The success of the Community Chest is a reflection of the trend and 
motivation of corporate giving in Singapore. However, corporations are also very 
selective and conservative in their choice of charities to support. This is because 
corporate giving is used as leverage for building up a benevolent image for the company- 
locally and internationally. Thus, they cannot afford to support controversial issues which 
might give them bad publicity as the underlying motivation for their donations was more 
strategic rather than altruistic giving. In our subsequent analysis, the researcher will 
explore further the extent public image of giving and government encouragement which 
can affect and motivate corporate giving in the Asian and Singapore context.  
The 1990s to 2000s. As discussed earlier, the government’s strong belief in the 
ideology of self-help and support for tripartite work have shaped the success of 
Community Chest and increased corporate giving in the 1980s. Likewise, as Singapore 
progressed into the 1990s, the need to build a more cohesive, caring and compassionate 
society became the national agenda.  This was part of the government measure to forge 
closer ties and understanding among the different ethnic groups and to promote 
neighbourliness, and community cohesiveness thereby leading to the flourishing of 
NGOs (Liew, 1992). Though NGOs were present in Singapore during the prewar era, 
they have become more organized and prevalent in the last decade as a result of the 
changing community needs and government’s campaign for self-help movement. These 
led to the rise of both state sponsored NGOs and private NGOs. 
State sponsored NGOs are voluntary organizations managed by people at the 
grassroots and community level. These establishments were usually initiated by the 




government and they generally had easy access to human and financial resources 
provided by the government. These NGOs were set up based on ethnicity as part of the 
Singapore government “new helping hands” or as according to Lai (1995), they are 
referred to by the government as “Meritocracy with a heart” since it stresses self-reliance 
and minimal direct government support. Four main organizations were set up to cater to 
each of the different ethnic groups; they are MENDAKI (Council for Malay Education) 
for the Malays, SINDA (Singapore Indian Development Association) for the Indians, 
CDAC (Chinese Development Assistance Council) for the Chinese and the EA (Eurasian 
Association) for the Eurasians. These organizations were seen as neo-clan associations 
rejuvenating themselves, as their main function was to look into the socio-economic 
needs of the respective ethnic groups and also to help to articulate their needs and 
concerns. All four organizations were mainly funded through payroll contribution with 
government matching dollar-to-dollar, pegged to a fixed amount for each group. To 
further encourage community care and social cohesion, the government initiated the 
establishment of Community Development Councils (CDCs) in 1997 (Vasoo, 2001). 
They were introduced to allow residents to organize themselves to handle community 
issues that concerned them.  This was one of the avenues that were being identified to 
encourage more abled residents to help the less abled in their communities, and as a 
necessary step to harness grass-root energies and empower the residents to solve their 
own problems. There were initially nine CDCs but these were reorganized to five in 2002.  
They served people residing in their constituencies, regardless of language, race or 
religion through organization of various social and community service programmes on 
their own or with the support of VWOs and NGOs. 




The development of these new initiatives at various community and ethnic levels 
created several new avenues of corporate giving, from scholarships, sponsorship of 
special events, to direct donations to charities. While there have been no quantitative 
studies to measure the contributions by corporations supporting these various community 
efforts over the years; it is inevitable that corporate giving from both MNCs and local 
companies must have increased over the years, judging by the mushrooming of 
community service projects and its success in fund-raising. This decade also saw the 
further decline in the work of the clan associations, despite the efforts by Singapore 
Federation of Clans Associations, which was set up in 1986 to promote and foster better 
relationships among the different Chinese clan associations in Singapore (Wong, 1998).  
Their failure was attributed to three factors.  Firstly, very few new members had 
been injected into these aging organizations. To the younger generation, the clans are 
mere “old man clubs” that they were not interested in. There was also the language 
barrier as most of the young generations are well-versed in English while the leaders of 
these clans still conversed in either dialects or Mandarin.  Secondly, clan associations 
were unable to introduce activities that appeal to the young generations. They have lost 
out to the active outreach activities organized by the CCs when it comes to varieties. 
Lastly, most clan associations have been transformed into cultural organizations and this 
further limited its reach and relevance to its members.  
By tracking the political and socio-development of Singapore over the years and 
the growth of community projects and NGOs, it is obvious that individuals and 
companies have responded positively to the government’s call for self-help and helping 
the less abled in the community. Even when the economy declined, the contributions to 




charities have increased as demonstrated by the Community Chest payroll contribution 
programme. It has increased from $32.5 millions in 2000 to $38.1 millions in 2001. The 
NVPC launched a corporate philanthropy programme in July 2003 as part of the 
government’s strategic efforts to create a culture of “giving back” to society. The NVC 
will be encouraging the growth of new foundations and more avenues for corporate 
philanthropy to further the government’s call for more corporate contribution to the 
community. In the launch of Corporate Community Involvement Programme (CCIP), BG 
Lee urged more companies to support the programme. He stated: 
“Strong companies emphasize not just the profit and loss of the bottom line, but 
also corporate values and culture and social responsibility. The programme is a concrete 
initiative in line with our Singapore 21 vision. In Singapore 21, we hope to get 
Singaporeans to participate actively in the life of the nation, not only to discuss and 
argue what ought to be done, but actively do something for our fellow Singaporeans.  It is 
about volunteerism, active citizenship and strong responsibility.” (The Business Times, 
July 3rd 1999). 
2.2  Understanding the Trends of Corporate Philanthropy in Singapore 
   While the government has clearly endorsed its strong support for corporate 
philanthropy and given double tax exemption for corporate donations besides launching 
several initiatives by CCIP, the extent of commitment to action by corporations, 
especially, local companies, have yet to be seen. The key issue is will corporate 
philanthropy be embedded as a modus operandi of the local companies as shown in the 
case of MNCs, or will it be just given lip service? The study of this trend will require the 
researcher to explore the roles played by the culture, the attitude towards corporate 




philanthropy, the personal beliefs and motivations of key corporate decision makers in 
giving to charities.  
Philanthropy in the Asian context is usually defined as a personal or family 
extension of doing things for others and doing good deeds. In most Chinese 
businessmen’s minds, corporate philanthropy is a personal expression of an individual’s 
kindness and the ability to give is a symbol of his success in business. From the donor’s 
perspective, corporate giving is a personal decision and his ability to give show his 
generosity and success; in return he expects to get divine blessings for his family. 
Since giving is viewed as a private matter and often taken as “casual” behavior, 
the donor prefers to handle the matter personally and informally with as little outside 
professional assistance as possible. This is due to the fact that many Chinese businesses 
started off as family businesses and were led by their own family members, so it has 
always been a Chinese tradition to keep family matters private with minimal intervention 
from others. Besides, there was and is only one main decision maker, usually the head of 
the household, that held the entire decision making power of the home and business. 
Philanthropy to them is just a tradition of mutual help that they brought in from their 
homeland. 
Barnett (1997) added that display of personal (family) wealth is considered 
unacceptable in Asian culture. In historical accounts of Chinese immigration to Southeast 
Asia, most Chinese historians had actually dismissed the many examples of local 
philanthropy as ostentatious display of wealth. It is also seen as a political tool used by 
newly rich immigrants to achieve power in their immigrant countries. It is only recently 




that philanthropist like, Tan Kah Kee, had been taken seriously as social benefactor 
during the colonial period.  
Several recent studies of Chinese business practices have suggested that despite 
the financial successes of these businesses, several factors may mitigate the emergence of 
the strategic corporate philanthropy. Based on the interviews with 72 successful business 
leaders in Hong Kong, Singapore, Indonesia, and Taiwan, for example, Gordon Redding, 
Dean of the University of Hong Kong Business School, found three characteristic traits of 
ethnic Chinese businesses:  
• insecurity, based on recent Chinese history and reinforced by the politically 
sensitive position of ethnic Chinese business in several Southeast Asian 
countries: 
• a paternalistic management style in which all significant decisions are made 
by single individual at the top of the corporate ladder; and 
• personalism, in which employees of the firm are treated as members of 
extended family characterized by hierarchy and mutual obligation.   
According to Redding (1990), Chinese business practice is based on the 
assumption that power and ownership are inextricably related (that is, real power cannot 
be exercised by or delegated to “professional” managers) and reflects a traditional style 
of benevolent, autocratic, and highly personalistic leadership. 
A 1994-95 study of ethnic Chinese business networks (Barnett, 1997) identified 
these same characteristics, although there were more flexibility and willingness to change 
organizational structures and management styles in response to growth in firm size and 




deeper involvement in international business transactions. However, the following two 
outstanding characteristics of the Chinese firm remained: 
• The centrality of the family and personal relationships in business organization, 
financing, and decision-making, and 
• A pervasive sense of personal and financial insecurity. 
These aforementioned dominant characteristics influenced the Chinese 
perceptions toward corporate philanthropy. Research on leading foundations in Singapore 
set up by successful and prominent businessmen, such as the Lee Foundation, Shaw 
Foundation, Hong Leong Foundation, Khoo Foundation, and the Tsao Foundation Ltd., 
showed that all the foundations are led by family member/s who are usually the ultimate 
decision makers for distribution of funds. This is further substantiated by Hsiao (1993) in 
his study of the current and potential practice of Chinese corporate philanthropy in East 
and Southeast Asia. He concluded that corporate philanthropy is often personalised as the 
good deed of the particular key figure of the business concerned. The donors set their 
own goals and objectives and they have to personally handle and execute all activities 
and programmes in order to see the outcome in the most direct way. In other words, the 
idealised Western grant-making corporate foundation, among many Chinese benefactors-
businessmen, is still not widely accepted as an effective way to handle philanthropic 
activities.  
At the opening of the plenary session of the Conference on Corporate Citizenship 
in Asia in 1995, a leading Hong Kong entrepreneur, and an ethnic Chinese billionaire and 
recognized philanthropist, argued that: 




“Corporate philanthropy is giving away other people’s money. The sole purpose 
of a corporation is to maximize financial returns to its shareholders. Giving should be 
left to individuals; anything else is outright robbery.”   
He was against the idea of corporate community investment as an approach which 
is likely to attract much support among Chinese-owned firms in Hong Kong. He asserted 
the need for total separation in practice and in moral standing between acts of 
philanthropy (legitimately undertaken in his view only by individuals) and the 
“illegitimate” use of corporate assets as charitable donations to gain goodwill from the 
community. 
Likewise in Singapore, it is not unusual to find leading chairmen and chief 
executives taking similar stand strongly. Therefore, the strong presence of the Chinese 
captains of industry in Singapore may retard the emergence of the strategic corporate 
philanthropy as seen in America. The researcher believes that the strong presence of 
Chinese leadership in the Singapore business community will have impact on the trend 
and approach to corporate philanthropy. Chinese forms 77% of Singapore population and 
81% of capital accumulation.    
If the Singapore government is to leave corporate philanthropy to the Chairman 
and CEOs to lead, it will be important to examine their decision-making and the driving 
forces influencing these decisions. These issues prompted the researcher to study and 
examine key decision-makers of profitable Singapore companies, their views, beliefs and 
participation in corporate philanthropy. Besides the earlier studies as quoted and 
discussed in Chapter One, the Oregon and Indiana studies (Burlingame & Young, 1996) 




found out that one of the strongest factors affecting giving by companies is the personal 
value of the owners.  
  Likewise, from the archives of local philanthropists in Singapore, the studies 
indicated that one of the key motivators of their giving to community is their personal 
philosophy in giving. While these philanthropists held common beliefs in contributing 
back to community, their motivations to charitable giving were different.   
Lee Kim Tah, a Singapore-born entrepreneur, was a very active patron of 
community services. He was a member of many associations like the educational, 
community, mutual benefit societies and various other government consultative 
committees. His motivations for joining charitable associations and organizations were 
varied, from “either appointed, invited and at times felt obligated to join” as he was 
invited by his business associates. He donated mainly to public welfare to help the poor 
and the sick (Lee, 1982). 
              Aw Boon Haw, on the other hand, was a great philanthropist who believed in 
helping the less fortunate communities in Singapore, China (his homeland), and even 
Bangkok. He helped the unemployed, the homeless, the aged and the destitute as he 
believed that it was his personal responsibilities to do so. His moral thinking was further 
demonstrated in his business values as he priced his Tiger Balm, a pharmaceutical 
product, at an affordable rate so that it is available to everyone to help them in pain relief. 
He also established Chung Khiaw Bank, which he called the “small man’s bank,” to help 
people from the lower income group obtain business loans which bigger banks would 
normally be not engaged in (Aw, 1980). 




            Tan Kah Kee, another Chinese immigrant who was one of Singapore 
philanthropist, believed that “social and community services should be carried 
immediately and according to one’s ability.  He felt if one waits until one is wealthy, then 
there is nothing one can do or achieve in life.” He is someone who believed in enduring 
hardship and hated luxury and display. Hence, he led a frugal life and donated all his 
fortune to the charities and schools upon his death (Tan, 1982).   
          The above case-studies which reflected their personal philosophy towards 
corporate giving is aptly summed up by Barnett F. Baron, Executive Vice President of the 
Asia Foundation, in his 1991 paper on “Chinese Philanthropy and the East Asian 
Regional Context” where he asserted that: 
         “Philanthropic objectives and practices are everywhere embedded in the cultures 
in which philanthropies operate, and apparent similarities in organizational structure 
may observe fundamentally different approaches and motives for charitable giving.” 
(Baron, 1991, p. 6). 
An in-depth understanding will help us to predict the trends of corporate 
philanthropic giving in Singapore, and what can be done by corporations and nonprofit 
organizations to influence the growth of corporate philanthropy in Singapore. With the 
establishment of more new local corporations in Singapore it will be important to study 
their corporate philanthropic behaviors and in understanding these behaviors, various 
strategies of fund-raising can be devised to approach and deal with donors effectively.   




Chapter 3: A Literature Review on Perspectives of Corporate Giving 
Introduction 
The main literature on giving theory suggests that it is an umbrella term covering 
four interrelated concepts namely; philanthropy, altruism, charity, and voluntarism (Ott, 
2001). These terms are often used interchangeably in giving theory literature.  However, 
philanthropy is often used as an overarching concept that includes giving of money, time, 
products or services to help the needy or to support institutions working to better human 
welfare; it is a synonym for charity (Brudney, 1989). 
In 1990, charitable giving in the United States reached US $122.6 billion. The 
majority came from private individuals (89%) with the remainder from private 
foundations (6%) and corporations (5%) (Hodgkinson & Weitzman, 1992). Therefore 
corporate giving, i.e. donations of time and money from corporations, amounted to 
US$6.1 billion in 1990 alone. However, if we add giving by “business foundations” 
which are formed by corporations based on their political or ideological beliefs and the 
advancement of those beliefs, corporate giving will increase to about 10% of the total 
charitable giving, which account about US$12 billion annually. 
 The philosophy on giving goes back to ancient times when Maimonides (1135 – 
1204 A.D.), a Jewish scholar, philosopher, and rabbi born in Spain, created the 
“Maimonides Code” – one of the earliest attempts to identify and define the degrees of 
goodness in giving (Ott, 2001).  The code defined eight levels of almsgiving; i.e. a gift or 
loan made to strengthen the hand of another. There are eight degrees of almsgiving, each 
one superior to the other. The highest degree, than which there is none higher, is one who 
upholds the hand of an Israelite reduced to poverty by handing him a gift or a loan, or 




entering into partnership with him, or finding work for him, in order to strengthen his 
hand, so that he will have no need to beg from other people.   
These early theories of giving were reflected hundreds of years later in the work 
and words of well-known philanthropists and corporate giants such as Andrew Carnegie 
and John D. Rockefeller. In Carnegie’s “Gospel of Wealth”, his theory of giving includes:  
“In bestowing charity, the main consideration should be to help those who will 
help themselves; to provide part of the means by which those who desire to improve may 
do so; to give to those who desire the aids by which they may rise.” (Carnegie, 1989, p. 
147). Much of today’s research and debate on corporate philanthropy spring from these 
historically significant philosophies and theories of giving. 
3.1 Theories of Giving 
Since Maimonides, paradigms and theories of philanthropy have evolved and 
shifted over the years.  As societies shift from the industrial age to the information age, 
the needs of the people and the societal infrastructures become more complex. Therefore, 
the study of philanthropic behaviors and forms of charitable giving must be reviewed in 
the context of the relationship of state, society and religion. Each factor has greatly 
influenced the development of philanthropic work within a country, as well as the size 
and scope of its non-profit sector.   
The intricacies of these relations can be seen by comparing Europe and the United 
States: “European countries generally have populations that are far less religious and 
more secular in cultural orientation than the United States; similarly, European countries 
have allocated a greater role to the state for social, cultural, and economic well-being of 
their citizens, leading to a more comprehensive system of public and private institutions 




in fields such as social protection or arts and culture.” (Anheier & Toepler, 1997). Thus 
philanthropic behaviors in these two regions vary accordingly and adapt to fit to local 
governmental, social, and religious contexts. 
Likewise in Korea, philanthropy is “heavily loaded with western connotations of 
enlightened individualism, pluralistic democracy, civic culture and advanced capitalism” 
(McCarthy, 2001). In India, philanthropy is closely tied to ancient Hindu texts and 
ideology. Religion provides the entry point for many citizens to venture into philanthropy 
via public practices such as donation, volunteerism, and the like. This is especially true 
for women, and holds for many cultures and traditions across the board – for example, 
Hinduism in India, Catholicism in France and Brazil, Islam in Egypt, and Christianity in 
many parts of the world (McCarthy, 2001). In a study by NVPC of 1,700 people in 
Singapore, it found that of the S$438 millions donated by individuals between April 2003 
and 2004, 52% (227.8 millions) went to religious groups. This is due largely to their 
faiths preaching charity and compassion and encouraging believers to donate a 
percentage of their income to support the religious charitable causes (The Straits Times, 
January 14th 2005).  
  While philanthropy may have had its origins in religion, the state, i.e. the 
government, has had a major hand in shaping and determining its course. In ancient and 
current times, many governments have evolved from their roles as benevolent controllers, 
to oppressors, and to supporters of philanthropic work and the non-profit sector. This 
process has been cyclical, depending on political and social climate in the country, and 
the role of the state is often manifested in two ways – laws (often tax laws) and political 
ideology (the right to free association, for example).  




  Finally, society itself has been one of the major determinants of participation in 
philanthropy, and philanthropic work has evolved to respond to and fulfill various social 
needs, based upon the country’s own value system. For example, in many Asian countries 
subscribing to traditional Confucian values, philanthropy reflects benevolence and a 
‘giving back to society’ attitude. And social movements in the 1960s and 70s have led to 
a greater awareness of social and environmental justice issues and changing consumer 
attitudes.  
According to Anheier and Toepler (1997, p. 82): 
 “growing disenchantment with the welfare state among the political and 
economic elites of European countries, has led to increasing support for common causes 
via private charitable activities rather than through public channels.” 
  Recently, there have been significant levels of increased private initiative that 
result in the expansion of the size and scope of the non-profit sector throughout Europe. 
However, when compared to the United States, there are major differences in levels of 
giving between the two regions – in the U.S., these  private donations account for almost 
20 percent of all giving, whereas in Europe that figure is far less (12 percent in the U.K., 
4 percent in Italy and Germany, and 7 percent in France), (Anheier and Teopler, 1997). 
Thus, in Europe, private giving represents a small part of charitable activities and is less 
significant than state support, which in some European countries, (Germany and France), 
account for the majority of non-profit revenue. 
 These differences are embedded in the structural constitution of countries, quite 
often within tax laws, and the relationships between state and religious institutions. For 
example, in the United States, up to 50 percent of charitable contributions are tax-




deductible versus 5 percent in France and up to 10 percent in Germany. Also, in Germany, 
religious giving is handled by the state in the form of church tax and typically not 
ascribed towards charitable giving per se. When these structural differences are taken into 
consideration, researchers Anheier and Teopler (1997) found that levels of charitable 
giving in the United States and Europe yield more comparable figures. Corporate giving 
remains a relatively new phenomenon in Europe.   
Since the 1970s, business leaders began looking for other venues to cope with 
changing social values of consumers. Corporations became more aware of social issues, 
for instance environmentalism, and began to respond to social structure changes in order 
to become more responsible and responsive corporate citizens. With increasing 
globalization of the economic marketplace, corporations in Europe had to compete on an 
international scale with corporations elsewhere, most often with the United States which 
has been frequently at the forefront of consumer-conscious marketing strategies. Yet in 
its globalized/localized form, corporate giving is not without its challenges. As outlined 
by Anheier and Toepler (1997), in Europe as in elsewhere, corporate giving to nonprofit 
organizations is often conditional (directly tied to a set of identifiable rewards and 
benefits for the donor corporations), controlled (business sponsors demanding active 
involvement in the recipients’ organizations), and biased (favoring short-term project-
driven activities that tend to produce “instant” results rather than long-term operating or 
capacity building modes).   
Underlying the theories of giving is the motivation of giving. Author and 
researcher, Schervish (1997), defined motivation as “the array of associations, 
experiences, goals, and orientations that generate people’s charitable giving – what I like 




to refer to as mobilizing factors.” In the researcher’s study of corporate philanthropy in 
Singapore, we need to understand not only the structural influences that affect the climate 
of giving but also the motivation behind the key decision-makers in giving. As Schervish 
& Herman concluded in their 1988 research of millionaires in the Study of Wealth and 
Philanthropy, 
‘’…generosity is not a function of income but of the personal and social aspects of 
associational density, inclination, obligation, and invitation.  Therefore, it is of great 
practical significance and, hence, a worthy investment of resources to improve our 
understanding of those determinants.” (Schervish, 1997, p. 136). 
While Schervish’s (1997) work and findings pertain more to individual rather 
than corporate giving behavior analysis, nonetheless, the framework that he has 
established can be easily adjusted and translated to corporate giving behavior identities.  
This framework will be used later in our own analysis of original data obtained via 
research questionnaire methodology. 
Schervish’s (1997) conceptual framework for understanding giving in general has 
eight variables which are summarized as below: 
• Communities of participation: formal and informal networks and associations that 
people participate in that becomes the basis and gateway of response; 
• Frameworks of consciousness: thoughts and beliefs rooted in one’s ideology and 
politics that provides the motivation to respond; 
• Direct requests:  being asked, i.e. invitations to participate in donor activities; 
• Discretionary resources: level of available time and funds; 




• Models and experiences from one’s youth: moral education and exposure to 
exemplary models of donor behavior in one’s youth as well as adulthood (friends, 
peers, colleagues, business associates, etc.) that contributes to the motivating 
factor for charitable impulses; 
• Urgency: importance of response to needs in a timely manner (in natural disasters, 
for example), and perceived effectiveness of donor charitable responses (i.e. 
making a difference); 
• Demographic variables: socio-economic factors (such as education, income, age, 
ethnicity, marital status, etc.) and the circumscribed range of relationships, 
networks, and professional and personal associations that affect one’s propensity 
to give; 
• Intrinsic and extrinsic rewards: personal satisfaction and public recognition of 
philanthropic behavior that positively reinforce future similar behavior. 
These eight motivations will be used for the purposes of our own research later in 
this paper.  By linking the variables on our questionnaire with these eight variables, we 
can conduct an analysis pertinent to the local philanthropy sector to identify the 
motivations behind corporate charitable giving in Singapore. Our results can then be 
compared with Schervish’s (1997) findings that revealed:  
“… five of the eight variables (youthful experiences, frameworks of consciousness, 
communities of participation, direct requests, and discretionary resources) are 
significantly related to giving behavior. The variable ‘communities of participation’ has 
the strongest, most consistent, and most distinctive relationship to giving behavior.  The 
two dimensions of the variable ‘communities of participation’ seem especially important 




for giving behavior are – level of participation, and participation in religious activities. 
Two sub-groups of higher income levels – retirees and those intending to claim 
charitable tax deductions – give a larger percentage of income. In general, 
“participation and commitment, especially religious participation and commitment, are 
centrally and strongly related to giving behavior.” (Schervish, 1997, p.129). 
The importance of Schervish’s findings reveals that “charitable giving is largely a 
consequence of forging a connection between the existing inclinations and involvement 
of individuals and the needs of recipients. It is not the absence of self that must be 
generated but the presence of self-identification with others.” This result has significant 
ramifications for donors and recipients alike. Thus it calls for a ‘good fit ’matching of 
donors and recipients, i.e. harmonizing donors’ propensities to give with recipients’ 
request. Therefore, in terms of corporate giving, it becomes important to match donor 
corporations with non-profit organizations that can appropriately reflect donors’ 
corporate identity as well as taking advantage of the corporation’s propensity to give.   
Thus, given this finding, it is sensible to project that the role of corporate 
personnel responsible for giving, such as CEOs, managers, and giving officers, can be 
seen as ‘match-makers’ of sorts, pairing up donors and recipients within the wide-ranging 
and diverse matrix of charitable causes and philanthropic activities.  
3.2 Trends and Motivations in Corporate Giving 
In the 18th century, corporations were actively debating the appropriateness of 
their involvement in efforts to reduce urban blight and poverty. At the time, many 
economists argued that corporate involvement in such efforts should be limited to what 
business does best –making profit. Out of this mind-set grew a philanthropic philosophy 




based upon a “direct benefit” doctrine. Businesses were more focused on community 
efforts, which “directly” reflected self-interest. In turn, they believe that such 
philanthropic behavior would best serve the needs of the communities in which they 
operated.  
This philosophy shifted during World War I when the Red Cross appealed that the 
“direct benefit” doctrine has to be extended to serve the vast demands of war-torn Europe. 
This led to big businesses supporting philanthropy on a larger scale (Karl, 1982). During 
World War II, this shift was further expanded to broad boundaries for corporate 
participation. The objective was to encourage corporations to act in their own best 
interest, unrestricted by government constraints (Karl, 1982). 
In the 1960s and 1970s, strong social activism and unrest, businesses became 
more motivated to be involved with their communities and focused on ways to measure 
and profile community needs to better respond to public interests. This led to the 
development of corporate social audits, performance indicators and other measurements 
of corporate consciousness (Troy, 1987). The need for measurement of returns was 
further reinforced by Milton Friedman, who argued that true social responsibility had to 
impose a cost to the corporation or its shareholders and thus detract from business’s 
mission to maximize profit and value (Baron, 1996). 
The 1980s recession and internal competition led to heightened pressures from 
shareholders to increase their shareholders’ values, which directly conflicted with 
corporate efforts to increase community contributions. In having to juggle multiple issues 
and face difficult pressures while attempting to strengthen and enhance their corporate 
community relation’s strategies, this stimulated numerous creative approaches to 




corporate philanthropy.  Rather than focusing exclusively on direct giving, corporations 
began to think of their public involvement as an investment combining economic and 
strategic goals as well as social concerns. They also began to see their corporate 
community relations as a dynamic process rather than a one-time giving to charity. This 
resulted in the proliferation of cause-related marketing, sponsorships, volunteerism, CEO 
directed activities and so in-kind services. 
After the late 1980s, many of the existing corporate philanthropic activities 
evolved and expanded into new arenas and consequently created new trends for the 
nineties. The key factor driving the change was the major shift from the 1980s averages 
of 80% cash and 20% non-cash to 60% cash and 40% non-cash in the 1990s (Saiia, 
Carroll & Buchholtz, 2003). With these changes, new rhetoric, modern strategies, and 
original models for corporate community relations co-evolved with community efforts 
and centered around the theme of stakeholder participation, corporate citizenship, 
volunteerism, and strategic alliances with nonprofits.  
In addition to stakeholder participation and corporate citizenship, the need for 
responsible corporate governance began to surface in the late 1990s. The socially 
responsible business practices addressed issues ranging from childcare and family 
friendly workplace policies to environmental concerns and community partnerships. The 
philosophy argued that good business sense requires a company to compete on price and 
social responsibility together rather than on either alone. The movement gained much 
momentum, as few companies wanted to be seen as socially irresponsible.  
Today, in the 21st century, theories and models on corporate giving continue to 
evolve and are widely debated in various disciplines. While literature on the reasons why 




companies make contributions to charity are rather thin, there is more literature on why 
people or households contribute to charity. To briefly summarize this literature, Andreoni 
(1990) contrasts a motive of pure altruism with, as Olson (1965) noted, the fact that 
“people are sometimes motivated by a desire to win prestige, respect, friendship and 
other social and psychological objectives”, and with the observation of Becker (1974) 
that charitable donations may reflect a desire to avoid scorn of others or to receive social 
acclaim. An important finding of this literature is that pure altruism is rarely a 
satisfactory assumption. Sugden (1982) argues that to treat charitable activity as a public 
good is inconsistent with empirical evidence and has implications that are paradoxical 
and implausible. It is suggested instead that people may adhere to “moral constraints” or 
a “principle of reciprocity”. Steinberg (1987), for similar reasons, suggests a mixed 
public-private goods approach. Andreoni (1990) shows that a pure altruism model lacks 
predictive power in terms of explaining the observed limited amount of crowding out of 
personal charitable giving by government grants and the observed highly sensitive nature 
of private donations to changes in the distribution of income. Andreoni (1990) suggests 
an approach, that is in essence similar to the suggestions of Sugden (1982) and Steinberg 
(1987), that charitable giving results from impure altruism whereby the giver obtains 
some utility from the “warm glow” of having given. It is shown that an assumption of 
impure altruism will mean incomplete crowding out, that redistributions will affect total 
giving and that subsidies can lead to increase in contributions. 
The theory of impure altruism is further supported by the 1982 Council on 
Foundation survey of ideologies related to corporate giving.  This survey was conducted 
by White and Bartolomeo (1982) and from their findings, they concluded: 




“About 7 in 10 claim to be motivated by a desire to help the needy in the 
communities in which their company has plants/locations and by a desire to do what it 
ethically correct. But 2 out of 3 also emphasize the goals of improving local communities 
in order to benefit their own employees and of protecting/improving the environment in 
which to work and do business. Then, too, about a third hope to improve their company’s 
public image; and about a quarter expect that their corporate giving effects will result in 
increased revenues/profitability and in an enhanced ability to recruit quality employees. 
The more self-interested goals are especially important to CEOs of Fortune 1300 
companies.” (White and Bartolomeo,1982, p.62-63). 
White and Bartolomeo’s (1982) survey shows that corporate giving surely has a 
double agenda – one altruistic and the other selfish. Mutual Benefit Life 1983 study 
classified three general types of corporate motivations. The first type relates to self-
interest and preservation and includes efforts to ensure the community a good business 
environment, maintain a qualified work force, and increase employee pride and 
efficiency. The second involves indirect benefits of corporate community relations, such 
as the creation of a safe environment for employees and support for adequate community 
health services. The last type of motivation relates to image, visibility as a responsible 
citizen, and other reputation concerns. However, balancing the inherent tension between 
business ethics and socially responsible behavior is an important issue that corporations 
have to manage to be economically viable both locally and globally. ` 
Several researchers have further proposed that the evolution of motivations for 
corporate giving is driven by the changes in the business environment that corporations 
have to operate in.  The economic pressures from the marketplace and social pressures 




from the public have dramatically changed corporations’ participation in community. 
Understanding the past interaction of these forces will provide a foundation for the study 
of the different models of corporate philanthropy. It will also enable the researcher to 
predict the trends of corporate philanthropy development in Singapore and facilitate the 
development of alternative models to create successful business and community 
initiatives.  
Reviewing the historical analysis of corporate philanthropy gives the researcher a 
framework to review the models of corporate giving. More importantly, it will be useful   
to incorporate the historical trend analysis into the development of a model for the study 
of corporate philanthropy in Singapore. These issues are discussed in detail in the next 
section outlining the four models of corporate philanthropy. 
3.3 Reviewing Models of Corporate Giving 
 For the remaining part of this chapter, the researcher will discuss the four models 
of corporate philanthropy, which are well established. Based on these models, the 
researcher will generate a theoretical framework that will be used to guide the research.  
The four models are: The Altruistic Model, The Profit-Maximizing Model, The Political 
Model and The Stakeholder Model. The first two are syntheses of the dominant theories 
found in the corporate philanthropy literature today. The last two models provide some 
fresh analytical models which have been developed by social scientists to explore 
corporate motives for philanthropic giving, which reflect the complexity of the rapidly 
changing business environment, both locally and globally.   
Each model brings an interesting dimension to the study of corporate philanthropy. 
The altruistic model focuses on societal contribution as the main motivator in corporate 




giving. The profit-maximizing model focuses on profits and corporate productivity as the 
prime motivation. The political model focuses on the political benefits that corporations 
can derive from its donations. The stakeholder model emphasizes the different 
stakeholders in the corporation, each with different objectives and interests, pulling and 
pushing the corporation to achieve them.  What make these models relevant to our study 
of corporate philanthropy is that we need to apply all the four models to analyze 
corporate philanthropy in the increasingly complex and changing environment as 
described by Young and Burlingame (1996): 
“The corporate world has become sensitized to the social obligations of business 
and to the legitimate needs and interests of multiple groups, and there is no going back 
on these fronts.  Moreover, globalization of economic activity has made the political 
environment more complex, and the networks of corporate stakeholders more diverse. Yet 
changes in both the international and domestic economies make financial 
competitiveness more important than ever. Thus corporate philanthropy must now be 
understood from the viewpoints of all four models.” (1996, p. 163). 
The Altruistic Model. The Altruistic Model has a primary goal of social 
responsibility, i.e. responding to social needs that transcend profit maximization. The 
main philosophy behind this model is the notion of “giving back to society” and looking 
after public welfare. The socially responsible organization is “one which realizes that its 
decisions affect the welfare of other people and takes the time to find out how and to 
what extent they will be affected.” (Atkinson and Atkinson, 1980). Perhaps the most 
accurate description of this perspective is the idea of “noblesse oblige”, a kind of giving 




that is linked to pure generosity motives and can be found typically among corporate and 
social elites.   
 Social leadership, i.e. philanthropy as a manifestation of humanity and 
benevolence, is evident via social activities to further causes of a particular social class. 
Good corporate citizenship is then intended to return to society some of the companies’ 
profits as public goods as the elite class now has a conduit through which to demonstrate 
their generosity and charity (Neihesel, 1994).  
Several theories have been put forward to support the altruistic motivation in 
corporate giving and earlier theories tend to view it as institutional giving. Berle (1962) 
argues that philanthropy is always purely altruistic, but it has to be positioned as profit-
maximization to avoid legal questions. Hetherington (1969) suggests that philanthropy is 
a manifestation of the humanity and benevolence of large corporations.  
Survey work by Harris and Klepper (1976); Maddox (1981); and White and 
Bartolomeo (1982) suggest that altruism is a main, although not the only driving force 
behind corporate philanthropy. Harris and Klepper’s (1976) survey found that the 
majority of executives supported corporate contribution out of a sense of good corporate 
citizenship. Maddox’s (1981) study found that 88% of respondents believe that 
“corporate responsibility” is very important and the main reason for corporate 
contributions. All the three surveys assume that good corporate citizenship originates 
within the company with external pressure and that it is unlikely that the respondents 
would choose to explain their corporate philanthropy in political terms even if listed as 
possible survey responses.  




The more recent perspectives have shifted from the institutional focus to 
corporate philanthropy as the motivations of individual executives, as “acts of 
generosity”. Useem (1984) suggests that executives are using corporate funds to 
demonstrate and further their causes as social elite. Levitt (1979) of Harvard Business 
School suggests that executives get involved with philanthropy because they have pet 
social projects they want to “dabble” in, supports his argument. For both Useem and 
Levitt, it is not the institution that is acting socially responsible when corporate donations 
are given, but senior management playing a dual role of corporate executive and social 
elite. This assumes that senior management is at liberty to donate funds for altruistic 
purposes and shareholders will support it “as the right thing to do.” This defies the logic 
of capitalist economics as aptly summed by Drucker (1984) that the theory of creating 
public goods with corporate earnings with no expectations of return is fundamentally 
foreign to the instincts of most business people.  
Thus, the primary limitation of this model is that it ignores the fundamental profit-
maximizing goals of the corporation, and even when excess profit is available, those 
funds may not be necessarily targeted towards altruistic ends. As discussed earlier, 
studies both in the United States and Singapore have shown that few companies donate 
their excess profits for charitable purposes and for those that do, the percentage of giving 
is very insignificant. 
Therefore, given the insignificance of corporate donations in real dollar terms, 
why do corporations continue to engage in this behavior? Perhaps there are other 
motivations involved besides altruism. One such explanation may be political gains. 
When analyzed in terms of the political dimension, (for example, corporate contributions 




to political candidates or lobbying legislators), it is apparent that corporate giving cannot 
be interpreted as altruistic behavior alone. Through corporate donations, businesses 
extend their influences far and wide, creating unbalanced power relations and 
disproportionately advantaging firms with deeper pockets. And by creating alliances with 
the “enemy” (for example, donating to environmental groups in the hope of garnering 
their support, or contributing to politician’s campaign who has a track record of 
opposition), companies can expect to benefit from their altruistic philanthropic behavior. 
This phenomenon can be seen to occur on all political levels, from the highest public 
officials to the lowest, from the international arena to the local scene. For a researcher, 
these benefits are typically difficult to measure in quantitative terms. However, for a 
corporation,  these benefits exist in favorable real-world terms that can be highly 
advantageous for the firm. This highlights another major limitation of the altruistic model, 
which is the difficulty in measuring altruistic motives and instincts. 
Overall, the two main limitations in the altruistic model are that it runs counter to 
the primary economic purpose of profit-maximization’s objective of business, and the 
limitations in the measurement of altruistic motivations. However, although the 
measurements of altruistic motivations are underdeveloped, and are in the process of 
being developed, the socially desired motives for giving cannot be overlooked, as they 
are powerful stimulants in this model.  Regardless of whether the causes are 
professionally or personally motivated, executives who sit on prominent boards, 
participate as high-profile fundraisers, or lend their names to charitable events, all enjoy a 
high level of prestige and status among their peers and in their communities.  The socially 




motivated giver thrives on the notion of “giving back to society” and the benevolence and 
generosity created, symbolized through such charitable acts in tending to public welfare. 
The Profit-Maximization Model. This school of thought is a sharp contrast to the 
social ends of the altruistic model; its primary goal is to make economic profits. Such a 
corporation’s responsibility is to itself, i.e. self-interest, and it needs to be financially 
sound and profitable. The primary social responsibility is to increase shareholders’ wealth, 
philanthropic contributions should meet this goal and economic profits must not be 
jeopardized by non-economic behaviors. Therefore, corporate philanthropy must 
contribute to direct pecuniary gain like any other function within the corporation. 
Corporate activities that do not directly contribute to such gains do not have a function 
within the corporation. Drucker (1984) notes that “business can discharge its ‘social 
responsibilities’ only if it converts them into ‘self-interest’.” (Drucker, 1984, p. 59). 
There are three theories in the profit-maximization model: “enlightened self-
interest”, “contributions as community enhancement”, and “contributions as marketing”. 
One argument of the “enlightened self-interest” model is that businesses should mind its 
own business and stay out of social policy, concentrating instead on maximizing profits 
and increasing shareholder’s wealth.  This in turn will create jobs and wealth which is 
businesses’ way of providing for the public (Friedman, 1962). To counter the 
aforementioned argument, corporate contributions, which are a form of public goods 
given to the community, are ultimately good for business as they generate benefits for the 
corporation.  From this perspective, enlightened self-interest pays off as “helping society 
makes better business sense because members benefit from a better society and better 
public image” (Vickery, 1983). 




In “contributions as community enhancement” theory, it argues that contributions 
as community enhancement make for a livable and sustainable community that is good 
for business (Neihesel, 1994). Employees who are residents of that community stand to 
benefit from community amenities, such as cultural and art centers, educational 
opportunities, and health facilities. Corporate contributions to this sector will supply 
social and other services that corporations are not in the business of providing.  By doing 
so, corporations enhance the quality of life of community members, creating a vibrant 
and engaging venue for business participation and interests.  
In connection to the notion of “contributions as marketing”, this philanthropic 
effort can increase sales by raising the profile of the corporation and portraying it as a 
good and socially responsible citizen (Nelson, 1970). Donations of products can serve to 
increase positive corporate image due in part, to the strong link that exists between 
contributions and marketing (The Opinion Research Corporation, 1988). However, it 
must be noted that most executives do not view contributions as substitutes for marketing 
and/or advertising (McElroy and Siegfried, 1984). 
A socially responsible corporation is one that is able to convert self-interests into 
profits for stockholders. Several aspects of a socially responsible corporation include 
focusing on community issues and attending to employee morale as it is related to 
business performance. As more and more corporations begin to see themselves as citizens 
of the local community, this new perception has led to philanthropy focusing on 
community involvement in solving local problems and addressing localized needs. A new 
form of corporate giving known as business volunteerism (Korngold and Voudouris, 
1996) provides the community and community-based organizations (CBOs) with 




technical assistance, managerial advice, and technology/ communications expertise, as 
well as a labour pool in the form of volunteers. It is understood that corporate 
volunteerism benefits all involved, i.e. community participants and CBOs, as well as 
corporations and their stockholders.  
In tending to employee morale, businesses acknowledge that optimum 
performance by employees will ultimately lead to greater benefits for stockholders, i.e. a 
positive correlation between business performance and employee morale. Internal 
involvement in the corporate decision-making structure and external involvement in 
community relations are two ways in which employees in corporations can directly 
participate and contribute to a socially responsible corporate environment. In a study 
done by Lewin and Sabater (1996) the researchers found that: 
 “A company’s involvement (or lack of involvement) in the community is generally 
justified by appeals to social responsibility or ethical/value beliefs  – that is, by the claim 
that it is good (bad) for business.” (Lewin and Sabater, 1996, p.122), 
They established that there is a strong linkage between the two sides – i.e. 
employee (internally-focused) and the community (externally-focused).  They argue that:  
   “businesses which experience increasing (decreasing) return on investment, 
return on assets, and/or productivity will also experience increasing (decreasing) 
employee morale … these same analyses also lead us to conclude that both community 
involvement and employee morale do to some extent drive or leverage business 
performance.” (Lewin and Sabater,1996, p. 124). 




 Thus in discharging its social responsibilities by tending to its own employees 
and also the community, businesses are able to take care of their own self-interest of 
profit maximization. 
Corporate leadership sees their philanthropic activities as “enlightened self-
interest” which is coined to describe social behaviors designed to primarily further the 
interests of the corporation. “Enlightened” because it creates public goods that 
contributes to the common good and “self-interest” because the act of giving generates a 
boost to the company’s bottom-lines. In 1984, the Wall Street Journal declared that 
companies give so that their long-term interests will be served (Wall, 1984, p.1).  In 1981 
an article in Fortune (Smith, 1981, p.121,) stated:  
“few corporations engage in philanthropy because others need money, as though 
a corporation was a well-heeled uncle who should spread his good fortune around the 
family.  For the most part, corporations give because they serve their own interests – or 
appears to.”  
In their review of literatures, Arlow and Gannon (1982) cited a number of studies 
that demonstrate how enlightened self-interest dominates the thinking of corporate 
executives.  Bowman’s (1977) study of executives’ attitudes toward being environment 
friendly showed that the respondents felt it was necessary to do more than the required by 
law, even if it meant a short-term profit reduction, because otherwise government will 
impose regulations that will hurt the entire industry. Content analysis of company 
contribution policies by Watson (1958) suggests that self-interest is a motivating factor 
for contributions. Survey work by McElroy and Siegfried (1985) concurs that most 
executives are motivated to contribute to third sector organizations only if they perceive a 




direct benefit to their firm. Micro-economic analysis (Schwartz, 1996; Johnson, 1996; 
and Maddox, 1981) suggests that philanthropy can make a contribution to corporations’ 
bottom-line – i.e., a livable community is good for business and a company can increase 
sales by doing good. 
The major limitation of the profit-maximizing model is that it is very difficult, if 
not impossible, to measure the impact of responsible behavior on future sales and public 
opinion and that espousing the ethic of enlightened self-interest is not rational from an 
economic point of view. It does not account for the free-rider problem (Olson, 1965), i.e. 
corporations that are less generous get a “free ride” on corporations that are more 
generous. Also there is no proven connection between contributions and marketing as all 
too often consumers are unable to connect product names to parent corporations. Lastly, 
there are no economic tax advantages in marketing through contributions; so accordingly, 
it is unlikely that there is economic incentive for philanthropic activities, as shown in 
McElroy and Siegfried’s (1984) study. 
This model most closely aligns itself to the issue of business ethics and social 
responsibility. Corporations who generate profits at the expense of social responsibility 
risk the wrath of special interest groups such as environmental coalitions, women’s 
organizations, child protection agencies, human rights institutions, disadvantaged and 
minority groups, and whistle-blowers. As these special interest groups’ demand for 
transparency and accountability increase, corporations, regardless of their generosity, are 
increasingly subjected to public scrutiny of their business practices. The extent to which 
these external pressures and lobbying will affect the growth and use of the profit-
maximization model in corporate philanthropy in Singapore will be interesting to observe, 




particularly as Singapore moves towards becoming a more sophisticated consumer 
society.     
The Political Model. The Political Model is a combination of the altruistic and 
profit-maximizing models discussed earlier. It primarily focuses on broader political or 
environmental concerns and its major strategy is to downplay the power of corporate 
entities that can be negatively perceived as a tool to pursue endless economic profits. 
Thus the corporate goal of profit-maximization is seen as a political investment, not as an 
economic pursuit. Through contributions, the corporation does what it has to do 
politically to protect the wider corporate environment that sustains the shareholders’ 
profitable investments (Cain, 1982; Whitehead, 1976; Eells, 1956; 1968). Its major 
contributions are a form of political currency or “goodwill lobbying”; its purpose is to 
secure rewards and reduce penalties from external public interest groups. It is simply 
good business strategy to use corporate philanthropy as a public relations tool for positive 
image building and to manage political issues by integrating  of corporate giving with 
economic interests.  
The political model contains three types of giving theory – to the community, to 
special interest groups, and to the government. They are: “contributions as public 
relations”; “contributions as interest group relations”; and “contributions as government 
relations” (Neihesel, 1994). 
For many corporations, public opinion is of critical concern. The public has high 
expectations of corporate social responsibility (Heath and Douglas, 1986) and 
corporations with public image problems can legitimize themselves through philanthropic 
activities. Therefore “contributions as public relations” can be an effective way of 




shaping mass public opinion (White, 1982) and high profile giving can increase public 
familiarity of the corporation thereby increasing positive ratings (Lipset and Schneider, 
1987). Corporate supports of special interests groups are meant to neutralize, co-opt and 
win over problematic actors and critics. In this way, “contributions as interest group 
relations” is used to placate advocacy groups and to project a socially responsible image. 
Corporate contributions may also be used strategically with support spread out over a 
wide range of interest groups, encompassing both pro and anti-business sentiment, in 
order to maximize impact.   
Alternatively, it can also be argued that such corporate giving may backfire, i.e. 
“strengthening corporate adversaries while weakening the political will of the 
corporation” (Neihesel, 1994). This is evident in instances when corporations, in efforts 
to “make the problem go away”, appease the demands of political groups by “buying 
them off”. By setting aside a portion of their profits for the benefit of the enemies, 
corporations may weaken their own internal political resolve while strengthening the 
capacity of their adversaries. A more moderate view is that corporations who genuinely 
dialogue and work with their “enemies” will find unlikely partnerships, i.e. alliances of 
sorts, with these same political groups who criticize them.  This alliance can be a positive 
step as both parties can work together to find solutions to social or environmental 
problems in a productive manner that is beneficial to all concerned. 
Ultimately, corporations are concerned with the stability of the political 
environment and “contributions as government relations” allow corporations to gain 
influence in political arenas.  Corporate philanthropy is used to purchase goodwill with 
government officials that can be banked and used later in times of public controversy. 




Thus a good corporate citizen is more likely to have access to politicians and policy-
makers in order to secure influence in political circles and thereby acquiring political 
leverage. Building ties to government officials (Olasky, 1987) and socializing (Smith, 
1998) are seen as legitimate activities for corporate lobbyists. 
There are several limitations to the Political Model. This model is problematic 
because it does not take into account the complexities and unpredictability of political 
climates.  Furthermore, “mass public opinion” is difficult to define, as there are usually 
multiple publics that exist in any given society. Different interest groups tend to have 
conflicting interests and goals that are often at odds with each other. This may create 
instability and therefore, often present difficulty when building alliances. The assumption 
that politicians will help in times of controversy is highly unreliable and, in some cases, 
may even be seriously flawed. Lastly, the impact of political fallout may be too 
destructive for a corporation to effectively manage as politicians and policy-makers who 
have been slighted can engender far-reaching negative consequences with multiplier 
effects.  This is essentially a paradoxical argument between government and big business 
in a free-market system – on one hand, corporations resent state intervention in business 
activities, but on the other hand, corporations rely on government to curry favor for 
desired legislative and political outcomes. The tri-partite system of private sector, 
government, and civil society balances the demands of corporations, states, and 
individuals. The Political Model encompasses altruistic and economic dimensions, 
focusing on broader political/environmental concerns. 
The Stakeholder Model. The Stakeholder Model focuses on the various 
stakeholders that will impact on the corporation and how the corporate leadership should 




steer a clear path through varied stakeholder interests. This model can be seen as a 
combination of the political, altruistic and profit-maximizing models. By acknowledging 
the multiple and various stakeholders' interests impinging on corporate activity, it 
resembles the political model. And by including both the financial objectives of corporate 
owners and the social interests and values of community groups, it encompasses some of 
the tenets of the profit-maximizing and altruistic models.  
  Turner (1968) identifies some of the key stakeholders and the pressures that they 
exert on corporations are from: 
• shareholders for dividends,  
• employees and unions for cash compensation and other benefits,  
• banks and lending institutions to repay loans,  
• governments for taxes,  
• customers for quality goods and services,  
• suppliers for purchases of their materials and equipments, and 
• the community to redistribute some of the company’s benefits derived from the 
community and to conduct business in a manner consistent with the community’s 
health and safety. 
In recent debates, the stakeholder corporate model, more common in Japan and 
Europe, has been contrasted with the stockholder corporate model, typically found in the 
United States. The stockholder model is exactly as it implies; i.e. the firm’s primary 
responsibility is towards the stockholders who own the company. All business decisions 
are geared towards making more profit for stockholders to enjoy. If the stockholder is 
dissatisfied with the company’s performance, the shares can be sold and the stockholder 




is free to pursue other investment choices. Thus, it can be criticized that the stockholder 
model is a flat one-dimensional view of corporate behavior, although such simplicity can 
be considered to be its most salient point. 
By contrast, as stated above, the stakeholder model has a much wider range of 
actors.  These actors individually exert influence on the corporation in various different 
ways. In return for investing in the corporation, shareholders desire increase in profits. In 
return for earnest labor, employees and employees’ unions desire fair salaries, benefits 
packages, safe working conditions, and job security. In return for huge sums of capital, 
banks and lending institutions expect a return on their investment in terms of interest 
payments in a timely manner and low or no likelihood of defaulting. In return for the cost 
of doing business and the provision of public goods, government expect tax payments. In 
return for loyalty and value, customers expect quality goods and services.  In return for 
reasonable prices and responsive delivery, suppliers expect consistent and sustainable 
purchases of their materials and equipment’s.  And in return for community support, the 
community expects the corporation to redistribute some of the company’s benefits 
derived from the community and to conduct business in a safe and healthful manner. 
Thus in the stakeholder model, the corporation is expected to satisfy the multitude of 
demands by its various stakeholders. 
   The limitations of the stakeholder model are obvious even though this is the most 
comprehensive model for the study of the changing landscape of corporate philanthropy; 
it is also the most amorphous conceptual framework for understanding philanthropy. 
Although there are several literature reviews on the use of stakeholder model (Ackerman, 
1975; Wartick and Cochran, 1985; Wood, 1991; Mitnick, 1993; 1994; and Frooman, 




1994), there are no conclusive evidences on how to use the model to study the various 
stakeholders’ interactions to determine corporate policy or how the various economic and 
social objectives are reconciled with one another.  
3.4 Applications of Models for Research Study 
Overall, the four models are useful in providing a focus for the researcher’s 
development of a theoretical framework for the study of corporate philanthropy in 
Singapore. However, none of the model addresses the role of ideology and corporate 
culture in perpetuating corporate philanthropy.  This is an important research issue, as 
understanding how ideologies related to corporate philanthropy can be institutionalized in 
the company will ensure their survival beyond one generation. By delving deeper into the 
following models of corporate philanthropic behavior, it is possible to shed more light on 
this issue. 
Early studies by Galaskiewicz (1985a) found that organizational structures 
outside the company may be important in socializing the more barbaric elements within 
the company. One such is the Minnesota Project on Corporate Responsibility, which has 
been successful in transmitting the values of corporate responsibilities to executives in 
other cities and at the national level.   
Studies by DiMaggio and Powell (1991) assert that under conditions of 
uncertainty, organizational decision-makers will mimic the behaviors of other 
organizations in their environment. Translating this to the field of corporate philanthropy, 
Galaskiewicz and Wasserman (1989) discovered that: 
“… a firm is more likely to give more money to a nonprofit that was previously 
funded by companies whose CEOs or giving officers are known personally by the firm’s 




boundary-spanning personnel. Firms are also likely to give greater contributions to a 
nonprofit that is viewed more favorably by the local philanthropic elite.…A nonprofit is 
likely to receive more money from a corporation that previously gave money to nonprofit 
whose directors sit on the nonprofit’s board.…Managers utilize the information gathered 
from extra organizational, interpersonal networks to make decisions on how to relate to 
other organizations in their task environment and achieve organizational ends.” 
(Galaskiewicz & Wasserman, 1989, p. 253-254). 
Thus, managers and giving officers are more likely to mimic those organizations 
they have ties with and can trust. Galaskiewicz and Wasserman (1989) determine that 
networks are crucial to these mimetic processes and that such network ties can indicate 
who to imitate and how to behave. This finding is exceptionally important for nonprofit 
organizations as this model of corporate philanthropy can serve their interests in the long 
run if appropriate networks are cultivated and utilized to their full advantage.  
In yet another study by Galaskiewicz and Burt (1991), social contagion was 
examined as the determining factor for corporate philanthropic behavior, particularly 
with respect to officers’ evaluations of beneficiaries’ performance. Social contagion is 
defined as two mechanisms: cohesion (i.e. direct behavioral contact) and structural 
equivalence (i.e. symbolic communication among officers similarly positioned in the 
occupational community). The study discovered that there was “weak evidence of 
contagion by cohesion and strong evidence of contagion by structural equivalence.” In 
other words, officer evaluations of beneficiaries’ performance were strongly influenced 
by evaluations of other giving officers within the same occupational hierarchy, i.e. guided 
by the opinion of their peers rather than by officers whom they have personal contact. 




Also, contagion was found to be stronger in areas where evaluation was difficult to 
determine, for example, culture and cultural nonprofit. Since culture was more difficult to 
assess than say, health or welfare, officers’ opinions of cultural nonprofit are more 
contagious and more likely to affect their peers’ evaluations. Therefore, understanding 
the behavioral aspects of decision-makers will lead to a greater understanding of the 
culture of philanthropic behavior of any particular organization. 
The four models of corporate philanthropy are also useful in providing some 
insight into the driving factors behind corporate giving. For example, what are some of 
the motivations behind corporations who give? How do differences in leadership, 
ideologies, or corporate culture result in mobilizing the behaviors of corporations who 
give? What are some of the factors that drive corporate giving – profitability, type of 
industry, tax incentives or employee volunteerism?  Do corporate philanthropy ideology, 
as captured by the four models, mediate the relationship between objective economic 
reality and the propensity to give? On the other side of the coin, what are the motivations 
behind corporations who do not engage in such giving activities?  According to what 
paradigm do non-givers operate, and how can that thinking be changed to that of a giver?   
An analysis of major corporations in Singapore with respect to corporate 
philanthropy behavior and presentation of a variety of opinions and points of view will 
furnish useful guidance in a field of study that is new and unexplored in Singapore. It is 
hoped that our research study will uncover and discover linkages and relationships behind 
individualistic giving behaviors, as it pertains to corporate personnel responsible for 
giving, such as CEOs, managers, and giving officers, as well as corporate giving 
identities, i.e. the four models of corporate giving – Altruistic, Profit-Maximizing, 




Political, and Stakeholder. Thus, exploration of the relationship between the CEO, his 
role, ideology, and motivations in giving is essential to setting the future direction and 
extent of corporate philanthropy, vis-à-vis the corporation, i.e. corporate philanthropic 
identity and ideology, can provide pertinent answers in the examination how one entity 
affects or challenges the other. 
This study is relevant as the success of Singapore’s social development in the new 
millennium depends on how the three sectors of our society – private (as in corporations), 
public (as in government) and the nonprofit organizations – leverage one another to keep 
pace with rapid changes, internally and externally. Will Singapore corporations follow 
the models of European philanthropic behaviors, or will they emulate the U.S. models 
instead? Which of the eight variables as outlined by Schervish (1997) will be most 
significant in driving the motivations behind Singapore corporate officers’ philanthropic 
behavior? As these notions are adopted and adapted to the local giving climate, how will 
these motivations change as applied to the Singapore context? Perhaps it may be 
necessary to create a new model, a model that is eclectic in nature and draws upon Asian 
modes of giving, to identify and capture a paradigm that is Singaporean in nature that can 
be applicable regionally within Asia-Pacific environment. 
The four models of corporate giving provide a robust framework for researchers, 
academicians, critics, and practitioners of philanthropy (non-profit organizations, 
foundations, charities, etc.) to draw from and benefit from ongoing and continually 
changing discourse, dialogues, and writings in this field. Linking the theoretical to the 
practical can provide valuable answers for practitioner organizations to understand the 
maze-like structural constitution of the philanthropic sector. It reveals practical pathways 




towards finding funds for specific purposes, offer access to gateways of formal and 
informal networks and associations that culminates in donors’ responses, and realize 
opportunities to influence and affect philanthropic behaviors of corporate donors. Thus, 
the constant evolution of stability and the resulting innovations in the philanthropic sector 
as it reacts to such changes, provide the key to understanding the nature of the giving and 
giving responses. 




Chapter 4: Research Methodology and Design 
Introduction 
The researcher began the study of corporate philanthropy in Singapore since 1999. 
The choice of research in this area was due to a few factors. Firstly, there is a lack of 
local research in corporate philanthropy though interest in this area had resurged in 
America and Europe (Cronin & Gianni, 2002). So, it is timely to look at the dynamics 
and trends of the growth in philanthropy in Singapore. Secondly, the researcher would 
like to investigate whether corporate philanthropy in Singapore has shifted from the 
traditional model of altruism to social investment, as witnessed in America. The extent of 
corporations' awareness and support for the concept of strategic giving (Zetlin, 1990) as a 
means to help companies achieve their business objectives will open up new revenue 
streams for charities (Weeden, 1998). An in-depth understanding of this shift will be 
beneficial to fund-raising strategies of the charities in Singapore. Lastly, it is the 
researcher’s personal interest and past work in the subject that had prompted her to take 
on this study.  Her interest and knowledge on the subject matter was shaped by more than 
fifteen years of experience in the growth and development of the Community Chest of 
Singapore.  
4.1 Research Methods 
Approaches to the Study. Increasingly, researchers and authors of organizational 
behavior studies advocate the use of both quantitative and qualitative research methods as 
it provides more perspectives on the organizational donation phenomena being 
investigated.  Fielding and Fielding (1986) advocate the use of both quantitative and 
qualitative methods, and provide examples of how they have been able to combine these 




different forms of data to good effect in researching organizations such as the National 
Front in Britain.  
Likewise in this study, the researcher uses a combination of quantitative and 
qualitative methods to collect and analyse data.  There were three main approaches to the 
study.  The first approach was a literature and theoretical review on the development of 
corporate philanthropy and its models, both overseas and in Singapore. This was crucial 
for an in-depth understanding of the subject matter and was essential for the formulation 
of the research study.  
 The second approach was a quantitative study of the top 1000 companies in 
Singapore in 2000 to give the researcher a broad picture of corporate donations. This was 
done through a structured mail questionnaire to examine the trends of corporate 
citizenship in Singapore. Only 54 companies responded and based on limited returns by 
these corporations, the analysis showed that more MNCs were involved in corporate 
philanthropy and have policies towards giving compared to local companies. This is 
expected as several researches have shown that as the Western businesses expanded to 
developing countries, they are expected to demonstrate a more active role in contributing 
to the local communities (Turner, 1968; Baker and Shillingburg, 1977; Levy and Shatto, 
1978; and Maddox, 1981). Local companies’ giving was ad hoc and other than two public 
listed companies, the rest of the companies had no policies on corporate giving. This 
analysis led to a second mail-out survey to 600 local companies in 2001, as the study 
focus is on the trends and dynamics of corporate giving of Singapore companies. After 
the mail-out, it was followed by a phone interview to ensure returns in responses. There 




were 50 responses from the second mail-out which gave the researcher the platform to 
conduct more in-depth study of corporate donor behaviors.  
  Using the analysis obtained from the 50 responses, the researcher conducted in-
depth personal interviews with 11 CEOs and 3 stakeholders to gather further information 
to support the questionnaire responses and hypotheses of the research. The key advantage 
of doing qualitative research was that it enabled the researcher to probe and gain insights 
besides responses gathered from questionnaire completed by HR and Corporate Affairs 
Personnel. The interviews of the CEOs provided opportunities to tap views which top 
corporate executive would not like to put on paper. 
 The research has been fully directed to seek information from classic cases that 
addressed the question pursued under study. A mixture of different companies selected to 
provide a comparative aspect to the study, and the findings of different companies can 
generate greater confidence too (Tutty, Rothery & Grinnell, 1996).   
The three approaches adopted for this study made the research more rigorous on 
the subject matter. 
The Research Objectives. The research objectives of this study are as follows: 
• To find out the extent of corporate giving in Singapore, and an analysis of the 
amount of donations given to different organizations. This includes donations to 
charities, community organizations, educational institutions and others. 
• To explore the roles and extent of the CEO’s involvement in driving corporate 
giving and the motivation behind their giving. 
• To understand CEO’s expectations of returns from their donations. 




• To find out if strategic investment approach will work in Singapore and what 
different approaches and activities are needed to tap into the range of CEOs’ 
motivations. 
• To develop new and effective ways for corporations to maximize their donations 
to charities. 
• To provide a literature to help corporations understand the various issues related 
to corporate efforts in supporting charities. 
The research questions were thus designed to examine the trends of corporate 
philanthropy and to explore the motivations behind corporate giving in Singapore. This 
in-depth understanding will help us to predict the trends of corporate philanthropic giving 
in Singapore, and what corporations and nonprofit organizations should do to influence 
the growth of corporate philanthropy in Singapore.  
Research and Conceptual Framework. Based on the above objectives and the 
reviewed scholarly literature, the researcher decided to test the following hypotheses and 
assumptions: 
• Corporate giving in Singapore will increase over the years but it will move 
towards strategic philanthropy rather than altruistic giving. Corporate donors will 
expect returns on their donations and tax exemption. The returns could be linked 
to the corporate bottom line, recognition by government, and other goodwill that 
are valuable to the donors 
• The speed and extent of growth in corporate philanthropy will depend on the 
motivations of the Chairman/CEO towards charitable contributions. 




• The decision-makers’ attitude towards corporate giving is motivated by his/her 
own beliefs and values towards charity, peer influence and the cultural context 
that he/she is operating in. 
The aim was to verify or negate the above hypotheses through both qualitative and 
quantitative research. 
4.2 The Research Design 
The relationship between data and theory is an issue that has been hotly debated 
by philosophers of many centuries. There is a long-standing debate in the social sciences 
about the most appropriate philosophical position from which methodology should be 
derived.  In each extreme is the phenomenology and positivism.   
The key idea of positivism is that the social world exists externally, and that its 
properties should be measured through objective methods, rather than being inferred 
subjectively through sensation, reflection or intuition. This school of thought contains 
two assumptions: firstly, that reality is external and objective; secondly, that knowledge 
is only of significance if it is based on observations of this external reality. The French 
philosopher, Auguste Comte, was an early and influential proponent of this view. While 
there are several attacks on the assumptions of positivism, the strongest attack has been 
on its assumptions of value-freedom. This is argued most strongly by Habermas (1970), 
who points out that any form of knowledge is an instrument of self-preservation. Human 
interests not only guide the way we think, and the structures of work and authority, but 
they also condition the way we enquire into, and construct our knowledge of the world.  
The opposing school of thought, phenomenology, stems from the view that the 
world and reality are not objective and exterior, but that they are socially constructed and 




given meaning by people (Husserl, 1946). Hence, the task of the social scientist should 
not be to gather facts and measure how often certain patterns occur, but to appreciate the 
different constructions and meanings that people place upon their experience. One should 
therefore try to understand and explain why people have different experiences, rather 
than search for external causes and fundamental laws to explain their behavior. Human 
action arises from the sense that people make of different situations, rather than as a 
direct response from external stimuli.   
Although there has been a trend of moving away from positivism towards 
phenomenology over the last few years, there are many researchers, especially in the 
social sciences field, who adopt a pragmatic view by deliberately combining methods 
drawn from both traditions.  
This research uses a combination of the positivist paradigm i.e. quantitative 
methods to collect data on the trend of corporate giving and the phenomenological 
paradigm, the qualitative methods, to study the motivations behind corporate giving. This 
combination of methodology will enable the researcher to quantify the trends of corporate 
giving and, at the same time, analyze the social constructs, such as human beliefs, 
perceptions and values, towards giving.   
The study starts with the review of existing literature and research findings, 
identify some common trends and dynamics in corporate philanthropy, and collect data to 
test existing areas to produce theoretical outcomes. Time was also spent on reviewing 
existing literature on corporate philanthropy in other countries, due to the lack of local 
studies. The literature include similar research studies and ways that corporate 
philanthropy has evolved over the recent years. All these theoretical reviews helped to 




shape the focus of the researcher’s study.  The researcher also met the academic 
supervisor on a regular basis to discuss about current issues associated to corporate 
philanthropy. He had also recommended and advised on valuable literature and samples 
that the researcher could tap on for this study.  
The most ideal approach to the research study was to do a comparative study of 
two clusters of corporations, one that supports corporate giving and one that does not. 
This would enable the researcher to tease out and develop a concrete set of motivators 
that affect corporate philanthropy. Alternatively, the researcher should launch a relatively 
large random sampling of corporations in Singapore, to analyze the extent of their 
corporate giving, the reasons behind the giving, and hence identify the trend and extent of 
corporate philanthropy in Singapore. However, it was not possible to undertake both 
alternatives, as the understanding and participation in corporate philanthropy by local 
companies was negligible; and most corporations see little commercial or personal 
advantage to be derived from participating in the survey.  
This was demonstrated when the researcher began the research with the top 1000 
corporations in Singapore. A questionnaire consisting of a structured response format and 
an open-ended response was mailed to 1,000 corporations. (Please refer to Appendix 1 
for a sample of the questionnaire and a profile of the companies). Only 54 corporations 
responded and of these more than 50% were from MNCs. The local companies, who 
responded to the survey, indicated minimal support for corporate philanthropy. With that, 
the researcher shifted her scope of study to 200 most profitable companies, and finally to 
include another 400 companies who participate in the Community Chest of Singapore 
SHARE programme, as the sample in Singapore. The main rationale behind this shift is 




that the focus of this research is to study the pattern and motivation behind corporate 
giving; rather than the extent of local companies’ contribution to charities. Another 
practical reason is that companies that hardly or do not contribute to charities are not 
willing to participate in the survey. So it will be futile to pursue local companies for 
information on corporate philanthropy when it is not a priority for them to assist.  
Following the questionnaire survey, a total of 11 personal interviews with the 
decision makers who are well-known for their active participation in charities in 
Singapore, was conducted. The key strength of the personal interviews was that it 
enabled the researcher to examine in greater details and depth the feelings, motivations 
and personal beliefs of the decision-makers in contributing towards charity.  Interviews 
with three key drivers of promotion of corporate philanthropy in Singapore also provided 
a very rich and in-depth understanding of their personal experiences with corporate 
donors and views on how charities should position themselves to encourage corporations 
to participate more in charitable efforts. Information collected from these personal 
interviews further strengthened the quantitative data collected from the survey, making 
the study more robust.   
The Selection of Population and Sample. The selection of the 200 most profitable 
companies for the study was dictated by the assumption that before a company can 
participate actively in corporate philanthropy, it must be profitable. As the response was 
slow, the researcher decided to extend the sample to include companies who participated 
in the SHARE programme so as to have a more thorough research on the motivations 
behind giving.  This led to a further administration of the survey to another 400 
Singapore companies participating in the Community Chest of Singapore SHARE 




programme. The assumption being that, since these companies were current donors they 
would be responsive towards the survey.  The mail-out yielded another 20 responses, or 
5% of the total sample.   
This total sample of 50 (Please refer to Appendix B for a profile of the companies) 
would provide the researcher with an adequate data to develop a quantitative analysis of 
the profile of Singapore companies towards corporate philanthropy. To support this 
analysis further, the researcher used secondary data like Inland Revenue of Singapore 
reports on tax exemptions claimed by corporations over the years, National Council of 
Social Services' Annual Reports on corporation donations to Community Chest of 
Singapore, and newspapers reports.  
 For the qualitative survey, 11 decision makers and 3 stakeholders participated in 
the interviews.  The 11 decision makers were selected based on their volunteering and 
corporate giving to charities.  All of them had more than ten years in serving the 
community and the researcher knew them personally for their strong commitment to 
philanthropy. She had also worked with all the 11 interviewees on fund-raising projects.  
Besides their personal commitments to charity and experiences in corporate philanthropy, 
all interviewees were also selected to represent a diverse range of industries and types of 
companies.  Four of them were representatives of the largest cooperatives in Singapore 
and they came from transport and insurance industries.  Three of the other interviewees 
were owners of large private limited companies in Singapore, representing the service 
and property industries.  Another one was representative of a professional partnership 
group and one was representative of a public-listed hospitality company.  




 Based on the earlier research of the fifty companies’, the researcher designed an 
interview guide to explore in depth the personal values and motivations which influenced 
the key decision-makers’ participation in charities. The information was gathered from 
one-on-one interviews with CEOs and key stakeholders. Each interview lasted for 
between 1-1.5 hours.  All interviews were conducted on a face-to-face basis. The 
participants were shown the key findings from the quantitative survey and asked to give 
opinions on the findings. The interviews were semi-structured with 10 open-ended 
questions. (Please refer to Appendix 3 for a sample of questionnaire and a profile of 
interviewees). The key focus of the interviews is to identify what decision-makers in 
companies looked for in corporate philanthropy and how they could be motivated to 
support it. 
Questionnaire Construction. Since the researcher’s intention was to conduct a 
mail-administered questionnaire, greater consideration was given to formulate the 
questions as compared to other modes of surveying.  The researcher used a combination 
of ' open’ and 'closed ' questions to distinguish between questions of 'fact' and questions 
of 'opinion'.  Within the closed questions, the researcher used the Likert scale to indicate 
the strength of preference with the statement. (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, Lowe, 1991). 
This measurement was adopted as it could capture the intensity of the responses of the 
respondents accurately. For instance, the Likert scale was used to elicit responses for the 
motivation behind giving with 1=no motivation and 5=major motivation. Ranking 
exercise was also used to indicate the order of importance and value of a list of attributes. 
Likewise, within the open questions, the researcher constructed some structure to the 
answers such as "In each of the boxes, fill in the percentage of involvement by the 




different groups in the decision - making process on allocation of funds to charities." 
These approaches were used to ensure consistency in the quantification of the data 
collected.  
To prevent cases where respondents might misunderstand or not understand the 
questions, it was ensured that no technical jargons were used. The researcher also tried to 
structure every question as concise and clear as possible. This meant that the aim of each 
question was able to get a single and direct answer. Responses to the closed ended 
questions were designed to be mutually exclusive and as exhaustive as possible. Double-
barreled questions were also avoided to ensure the reliability of the data collected. The 
questionnaire was designed with mostly closed-ended questions for the reliability and 
validity of the coding system as well.   
The questionnaire comprised five sections and a number of variables.  The first 
section aimed to capture some background information of the companies. This includes 
the companies’ nature of business, the companies’ net profit and contribution to charities.   
The second section is a breakdown of the companies’ contribution for the year 
2000.  This includes the type of donations, namely direct donation, sponsorship and 
scholarship, to the different organizations. 
The third section aimed to find out about the procedures for corporate 
philanthropy in Singapore companies. This would provide information on the decision-
making process for philanthropic activities in the companies and its formal/informal 
orientation towards corporate donations.  




The fourth section explored in greater depth on employees' participation and 
involvement in philanthropic activities and the Chairman/CEO’s role in the contribution 
process. 
The fifth section was to find out the motivation and purpose of the companies’ 
donations and the Chairman/CEO personal values in giving. 
Measurement of Key Variables. As this is a both a quantitative and qualitative 
research, the correct measurement for the different variables is crucial for the study 
(Graziano & Raulin, 2000).   
All the variables used in the study were derived from researches and theoretical 
frameworks of corporate philanthropy, the researcher identified the following three key 
variables for further elaboration as they formed the basis of the research and the 
underpinning of motivations towards giving: 
1. Chairman/CEO’s role in the contribution process: this refers to the level of 
attention devoted to the identified functions by the top management (in this case, 
the Chairman and CEO) of the companies. This variable provides an insight into 
the importance of the corporate giving functions to the corporation. The roles of 
the decision-makers were measured by four items (Harris and Klepper, 1976). 
The four items include: 
• setting goals 
• setting priorities 
• setting budget levels 
• determining specific contribution 




2. Motivation and purpose of contribution: it includes both altruistic and non-
altruistic motivations of corporate giving of the companies. It attempts to find out 
the motives behind giving to charities. There were 12 specific items that made up 
this variable (Burlingame & Kaufmann 1995; Galaskiewicz 1989; Schervish 
1997). The specific item include: 
• the condition of the business 
• public relations 
• quality of the charity making the request 
• previous giving 
• tax incentives 
• other companies giving 
• interest of employees 
• being asked to contribute by government 
• being asked to contribute by a personal friends/business associate 
• giving back to community that we make a living from 
• enhancing the moral basis of society 
• personal values of the chairman/CEO 
3. Chairman/CEO personal values in giving: this is to understand the personal 
values of the top management towards giving in Singapore. The Oregon and 
Indiana studies (Burlingam & Young, 1996) had found out that personal value is 
one of the strongest factors affecting giving by companies. The archives of local 
philanthropists further supported this finding. (Lee, 1982; Aw, 1980; Tan, 1982).  




Therefore, the researcher would like to test if the findings are applicable to 
Singapore. Hence, this variable was measured by the following seven items: 
• tradition of giving set by predecessor 
• commitment to a cause 
• self-fulfillment or altruistic purpose 
• religious beliefs 
• investment purposes 
• business contacts or to increase his network 
• to be seen in social events and be part of the socialite group.     
Using the above as the key variables, all other variables such as size of 
companies, profitability, and size of gifts will be correlated to test whether they are 
intervening or independent variables in the CEOs' orientation towards giving.  
Data Collection. The survey was mailed to 200 most profitable companies in 
January 2001 and the researcher and her assistants called the companies for follow up. 
Companies that did not respond to the surveys were contacted to confirm that they did 
not wish to participate in the survey. Some common responses from the corporations for 
not participating included:  
• their companies have no policy for corporate philanthropy and thus they see no 
need in participating in such a survey - 23 
• they did not have the time to look at the survey yet - 20 
• their companies do not entertain such surveys - 6 
• their focus at such bad times was to make profits and not donations – 5  
• they are not familiar with the term – 3 




  The response rate was less than ideal for the first phase of data collection, only 
about 30 companies responded or 15% of the total sample. The researcher was keen to 
find out the motivations behind giving, and thus chose the sample of the 200 most 
profitable corporations in Singapore as excess profits is a pre-condition of corporate 
philanthropy. However, it was found that most of the profitable companies have not 
given much thought on philanthropy and most of them gave on an ad hoc basis.   
It was also found that profitability may not a good gauge for motives behind 
giving, although it may be a pre-requisite for giving. It was not able to reflect the 
purposes behind corporate giving - altruistic or non-altruistic reasons. Therefore, in order 
to investigate the motivations behind giving in Singapore, the researcher sent the 
questionnaires to another 400 companies, which participated in the SHARE programme.  
This was done in June 2001. Questionnaires were faxed to the companies and follow-up 
phone calls were made after two weeks.  For this phase, data was collected through faxes 
and phone interviews.  However, despite all these efforts, there were only 20 responses, 
or 5% of the sample 
The last phase of the study which was the face-to-face interviews of CEOs and 
stakeholders were conducted in May and June 2004. The participants for the interviews 
were selected based on their active participation in charitable efforts – either personally 
or as a representative of their companies. It was only after the understanding of the 
motivations behind corporate giving from the survey study that the questions for the 
interviews were structured. The interviews created a channel for the decision makers to 
discuss about their commitment towards corporate philanthropy and to enhance their 
understanding on the subject matter. Another objective of having the interview was to 




verify some of the research findings on the motivations behind giving and to identify any 
other key issues that were not identified in the questionnaire surveys.  
4.3 Statistical Analysis of Data 
Quantitative Survey. A codebook was developed before the data entry process.  
The variables were coded before they were suitable to be input into the computer for 
analysis. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for Windows was 
utilized for the analysis of this study because it is user friendly and efficient in analyzing 
data.  The statistical analysis of data was used for the profiles of the companies in the 
study.  As for categorical data, it was used to explore the frequencies and correlations 
between variables. 
Qualitative Survey. In the last phase of the study, audio tapings were made during 
the interviews. After the interviews, transcripts were produced based on the recordings. 
All the interviews tapes, which were transcribed, were played back to fill in any gaps in 
the transcriptions and emerging patterns were identified. The transcribed data were then 
segmented into different categories/topics that the study wanted to focus on. The 
segments were: 
• CEO’s reaction towards the findings of the quantitative survey 
• Motivation and corporate philanthropy 
• Anticipated future trend of giving by companies 
• Opinions on the growth of corporate philanthropy in Singapore 
These findings were then compared to the studies in USA, Australia and the results from 
the quantitative research. The data analysis for both quantitative and qualitative research 
would be presented in the subsequent chapters. 




4.4  Limitations of the Study 
 The difficulty in measuring motivation for giving has prevented researchers from 
performing rigorous empirical research on this area. Though there has been several 
studies to identify the factors or forces that drive corporate philanthropy such as survey 
work by Harris and Klepper (1976); Maddox (1981); and White and Bartolomeo (1982), 
the definitions are limited to statements for giving and are taken at face value. From such 
surveys, we know more about the formal goals of philanthropy but very little about 
operative goals. Hence, there is no benchmark that the researcher can use to quantify or 
qualify the measurement of altruistic vs. non-altruistic instincts. The researcher will have 
to use the personal interviews to delve further into the understanding of motivations of 
giving. Each of the motivators would be treated as statistically independent in the sense 
that a high score on one would imply neither a high nor a low score on any of the other 
dimensions. In essence, the first major limitation to this study is that the reality of what is 
being investigated is considerably more complex than the data collection methods are 
capable of demonstrating. 
  Secondly, the researcher is fully aware of the importance of avoiding 
assumptions about which motivator is higher than another as the motivators are not 
necessarily value-free. This will limit the ranking of motivators that will be critical in 
affecting the decision-makers' capacity of giving or whether there are interrelations 
between the different motivators for giving.   
 Thirdly, the size and the selected source of the sample, limited to only the most  
profitable firms and those which participated in the SHARE programmes, limit the 
generalization ability of the conclusions. Like most of the mail-out surveys, this study 




had difficulty getting larger response size (Miller, 1970). This is especially so when the 
corporations did not see corporate philanthropy as their business objective or respondents 
did not want to give an outright response that their companies are not interested in 
philanthropy. To overcome this limitation, the researcher supplemented her work with 
literature reviews and surveys of corporate philanthropy from local and overseas sources.  
 The fourth limitation to this survey, which is a very prevalent in many other 
similar studies (Burlingame, 1997; Weeden, 1998), is the inability to cover other possibly 
important variables of corporate philanthropy.  Some aspects that were absent from this 
study include the in-depth coverage of government and public policies, ethical issues 
involved and efforts by the charities which affect the development of corporate 
philanthropy. Due to time and resource constraints, the researcher had narrowed the 
research to focus more on the trends of corporate philanthropy and motivations behind 
corporate giving in Singapore.  
 Although this study does not address normative issues of corporate philanthropy, 
it does provide theoretical background and some empirical evidence to support a 
discussion over the importance of understanding motivations of key decision-makers in 
corporate giving which shape the trends and dynamics of corporate philanthropy. The 
purpose of this research is to examine and explain the impact of key decision-makers' 
motivations on corporate giving in Singapore, and how this understanding can be used by 
charities and corporations to further maximize corporate giving and its returns on 
investment respectively. The researcher would like to interview all the CEOs of the 50 
companies who responded to the survey, to verify and elaborate the purposes and 
motivation behind their giving.  However, since most of them were reluctant, the 




researcher selected a sample of 14 very experienced and well-respected corporate givers 
for interviews to get an in-depth understanding of their behaviours and motivation in 
giving to charities.  The information collected is more accurate than reluctant CEOs’ 
designees third party views.  However, the researcher realizes that a study which deals 
with altruism and self-image cannot ignore the issues of social desirability and this has 
been taken into account by the designs of the qualitative and quantitative aspects of the 
study as discussed earlier.  




Chapter 5: Findings and Analysis 
Introduction 
Some of the past research analyses on corporate philanthropy have been linked 
extensively to the economic, political and social environment and it is shown in a number 
of multi-disciplinary research that corporate donations have been used as a strategy for 
controlling the economic and social environments.  Studies by Schwartz (1996); Nelson 
(1970); Whitehead (1976); Maddox (1981); Cain (1982); and Navarro (1986) have 
emphasized the cost and market effects of contributions.  Sociologists like Useem (1984), 
Galaskiewicz (1985a, b); Burlingame and Kaufmann (1995); on the other hand, have 
emphasized the impact of social relationships among donors, and the personal values of 
the donors as key drivers of participation in corporate philanthropy.  
  Recent studies have shown that personal and intrinsic motivations in giving 
appeared to be a compelling reason in the case of super philanthropists such as William H. 
Gates III and his wife, Melinda, Michael and Susan Dell, David and Cheryl Duffield, and 
eBay Inc.’s first president, Jeffrey S. Skoll. They are combining their billions with their 
enormous personal capital to attack some of the world’s most intractable social problems, 
from poverty to public education and they do this by applying their businesslike rigor to 











Some Asian research studies on corporate philanthropy indicated that the scene in 
Asia would change too. Christine Loh, CEO of Civic Exchange, a Hong Kong think tank, 
believed that the days of lesser tycoons who give away millions but do little to publicize 
their generosity are changing. This is largely due to the poor economy and big donors 
having to cut back on their giving. Donations to the Hong Kong Community Chest have 
fallen by 25% since 2000 and charities are hitting the streets more often to raise money 
directly from the public. As a result, big donors like Li Ka Shing and his foundation are 
demanding more transparency from the beneficiaries. Hence charities have to be 
sophisticated and transparent in how the donations will be used to help people in need.  
Another study based on in-depth face-to-face interviews with 330 stakeholders in 
12 Asia-Pacific countries by Wirthin Worldwide in 2003 showed that the notions of 
Corporate Social Responsibility and Corporate Giving are not yet a significant point in 
companies definition of good corporate citizenship. More than half of the respondents 
rank tangible business indicators as the most important factors in rating of good and 
responsible companies. The most essential characteristics for a ‘good and responsible’ 
corporation are – offering of top quality products or services; and standing behind its 
products and services when something goes wrong. The social factors which were 
considered as least important were - sponsoring educational events of local community 
interest, doing something for the local community welfare, educating customers about the 
impact of its products and services on society and working hard at communicating good 
corporate citizenship.  




The Straits Times has reported that corporate donations have been on the rise in 
Singapore. Corporate donations are a potential major source of charitable donations, and 
having insight into the determinants of such donations will help in making 
recommendations on how corporate donations can be increased. Moreover, in Singapore 
where corporations are constantly encouraged to play a more active role in good 
corporate citizenship, it is important to explore how best to encourage decision-makers to 
commit to corporate philanthropy. The Sunday Times of Oct 12, 2003, reported that the 
number of Singapore’s “new money” multi-millionaires is mostly from the “technology 
sector, in their 40s, and clawed their ways from humble origins.”   
Hence, this chapter presents the analyses of Singapore companies’ current 
patterns of charitable giving, the inclination and attitudes of key decision-makers toward 
charitable giving, and the key motivators that drive CEOs’ giving behaviors. All these 
aspects are essential to the understanding of trends and development of corporate 
philanthropy in Singapore. Furthermore, it is also important to present findings on the 
roles, motivations and personal values of the decision-makers in corporate giving, and 
explore the effects of size, profits, tax exemptions, and other social factors. The findings 
will also cover the donors’ decision and roles in fund distribution which will have 
implications on fund-raising strategies. 
The data analyses in this study were based on two surveys that were conducted 
between 2000-2003, on profitable companies in Singapore, and statistics from Inland 
Revenue of Singapore and local newspapers. Where information was missing it was 
supplemented, as far as possible, from the various company reports. One of the 
shortcomings in interpreting the data is that the responses to the survey were all gathered 




from Human Resource, Public Relations and Corporate Affairs managers, and they 
reflected the perceptions of their CEOs and their companies. The contributions to the 
different sectors of the not-for-profits were based on the respondents’ feedback and the 
researcher could not ascertain its accuracy as donation to charities is not classified as a 
specific item in the companies’ annual report. Despite the difficulties to obtain data as 
comprehensively as possible, it must be emphasized that there have been no other 
comprehensive analyses which have been undertaken locally so far. Therefore the 
presentation of the findings of this study is indeed a pioneering effort on research on 
corporate philanthropy in Singapore. 
5.1 Profile of Companies in the Study 
In Year 2000, 38 profitable Singapore major corporations gave a total of 
$5,063,583 to not-for-profit organizations. This represented about 8% of the total 
recorded cash donation ($160 millions) for the year. The following analysis will give an 
overview of the types of industries that these companies represented, their patterns of 
giving, the reasons for their giving and the involvement of key-decision makers in the 
process of giving. Whenever appropriate, the findings will be compared to that of other 
philanthropy studies to further enhance the understanding of trend of philanthropy among 
major corporations in Singapore. 
This section will cover the size of the interviewed firms, the types of industries, 
their contribution to charities and the patterns of their giving.  




Table 1.1:  Classification of Sample by Industries 
Industry Number Percentage (%) 
Manufacturing 12 24.0 
Service 26 52.0 
Utilities 12 24.0 
Total 50 100 
 
50 companies responded to the survey and they have been grouped into three 
broad industries namely Manufacturing, Service and Utilities. The service industry 
included the wholesale and retail trade, financial institutions and hospitality and 
restaurants. The utilities industry included communication, transportation, utilities and 
gas, construction and property.  As noted from table 1.1, the manufacturing and utilities 
industry represented 48% of the sample and the service industry, on its own, accounted 
for 52%. 
 




Table 1.2: Company Size and Status  
Employee Size Number Percentage (%) 
Large (> 200) 21 42.0 
Small and Medium 
(< 200) 
29 58.0 
Total 50 100 
 
Table 1.2 shows that 42% of the companies surveyed have a work-force of more 
than 200 employees each and 58% employ less than 200 employees each. The definition 
of Small Medium Enterprises (SMEs) and large enterprises are based on employees’ size 
as specified by the Registry of Companies and Businesses (RCB) in Singapore. Among 
them, 52% are private limited and 48% are public limited companies. 
Of the 50 companies, 38 contributed a total of $5,063,583 in Year 2000. The 
biggest contribution was from the utilities companies which gave a total of $2,605,620 
(51%) of the amount donated. This sector has the highest corporate donation rate and 
participation. The second largest contribution was from the services sector which 
contributed $2,300,013 (45%) of the total donation. This contribution came from 69% of 
the companies from the sector. The manufacturing sector donated $157, 950 of the total 
contribution and this came from 75% of the companies in the manufacturing sector. It 
should be noted that 31 companies or 68% gave nothing to less than $20,000 annually to 
charities. Yet, most of these companies have made at least $1 million in net profits as 
shown in Table 2.2 




Table 1.3: Contributions to Charity  by Industries in Year 2000 
 
The Singapore situation showed an opposite trend to the study by Russell Sage 
Foundation where the manufacturing sector in the USA contributed most whilst the 
utilities sector the least.  However, the Singapore survey findings could be skewed, as 
there was a major contribution by an airline company which contributed $852,000 (33%) 
of the total $2,605,620 from the utilities sector. Likewise in the services sector, a local 
bank contributed $1,400,000 (61%) of the total $2,300,013 from the sector.  
The two figures that follow will attempt to reflect the trends on companies’ 
participation in corporate philanthropy, from 1997 to 2003.  
 













Manufacturing 3 7 2 0 12 
Service 8 11 5 2 26 
Utilities 1 1 7 3 12 
Total 12 (24%) 19 (38%) 14 (28%) 5 (10%) 50 (100%) 
























* Others includes contribution to non-profits organizations such as Optimist Sailing Championship, 
Workers’ Union, National Day Parade, Football Assoc, SAF Rededication Ceremony, American 
Association.  
 
 About 60% to 75% of the respondents indicated no change in their contribution to 
charities, community organizations and education institutions from 1997-2000. Overall, 
most companies reported an increase (rather than a decrease) of giving to the charities, 
community organizations and educational institutions over the three years.  This finding 
is supported by the National Volunteer and Philanthropy Centre 2004 survey which stated 
that 24 per cent of Singapore top companies and 12 per cent of the top 500 small and 






























* Others include contribution to non-profits organizations such as Optimist Sailing Championship, 
Workers’ Union, National Day Parade, Football Assoc, SAF Rededication Ceremony, and American 
Association. 
About 70% of the respondents indicated that their contribution to the four groups 
will remain unchanged from Year 2001-2003. In fact, 20% anticipated an increase in 
contribution and only about 6% anticipated decrease in donation. These findings are 
consistent with a survey by the Singapore American Chamber of Commerce’s Corporate 
Citizenship Committee (2002), which found that despite the economic downturn in 
Singapore, more than 50% of the companies interviewed expressed that they would not 








Since there is an overall majority consensus among the respondents that they did 
not see a decrease in corporate donations over the past years and anticipated a minimal 
increase in corporate philanthropy in 2001-2003, this made the study of philanthropy in 
Singapore highly relevant. It is even more compelling to find out the key motivators 
which will continue to drive companies to participate in corporate philanthropy in spite of 
economic uncertainty 
The following analysis would explore the extent of the impact of the economic 
and social variables on corporate philanthropy. 
5.2  Analysis of Political and Economic Variables of Corporate Giving 
Figure 1 (b) and Table 2.1 show community organizations as the major 
beneficiary of respondents’ companies, followed by charities.  The donations towards 
community organizations are usually sponsorship of campaigns, arts and culture, and 
community service projects.  
Table 2.1 further showed that contribution to education, community organizations 
and others formed $4,474,140 or 73% of the total donations. With the exception of the 
services industry where about 62% of its total donations goes to charity; the 
manufacturing and utilities sectors donated more to community organizations and others 
such as National Day parade, Workers’ Union, Arts, and Football Association than to 
charities.    




Table 2.1: Analysis of Contribution By Industry Classifications 




Others ($) Total ($) 
Manufacturing 14,200 68,450 62,150 10,193 154,993 
Services 806,881 199,227 111,750 178,594 1,296,452 
Utilities 831,255 1,760,751 411,500 1,671,525 4,675,031 
Total 1,652,336 2,028,428 585,400 1,860,312 6,126,476 
 
This pattern of distribution could perhaps be influenced by elite opinions or the 
attitudes of leaders such as politicians and policy makers who played an important role in 
influencing corporate donations. A survey by White and Bartolomeo (1982) found that 
Fortune 1300 executives stated that increased pressure from elected officials is likely to 
result in increased contributions. It could also be that donations to community 
organizations are usually more publicly acknowledged as compared to those given to 
charities. According to Sybil Simmon, executive director of New York’s Arts and 
Business Council, “ A company can get a lot more play out of sponsoring a performance 
or an exhibition than out of being one of hundreds of donors to a new hospital wing” 
(Sinclair 1981, pp. 1). 
Erman (1978) and Mitchell (1989) argued that contrary to formal goals, the 
operative goal of corporate philanthropy is to shape elite opinion. Erman (1978) found 
that public television, which attracted an elite audience, was supported most aggressively 
by corporations that are experiencing public relations problems. Mitchell (1989) found 
differences in targets of corporate social policy and government social policy and 




suggested that the difference was an indication that corporate philanthropy tended to 
protect the status of the corporations more than to solve social problems. 
Anecdotal evidences by Brooks (1976); Walsh (1979); and Schmertz (1986), 
supported the arguments of Erman and Mitchell. A public affairs manager of the British 
firm Imperial Group notes: “It’s opinion-formers we try to appeal to…” (Walsh, 1979). 
Likewise, executives at Mobil and Exxon corporations found in their surveys that support 
of cultural sponsorship was effective at reaching opinion leaders. Hence, both 
corporations adopted Arts and Cultural projects as their beneficiaries on a global basis. 
Although support of opinions leaders’ and elite activities may be the operative 
goal of corporate contributors, corporate contributions to non-elite activities as an 
influence in shaping elite opinion should not be discounted. The Opinion Research 
Corporation (January 1988) found that all forms of corporate charitable activities are 
important when intended to influence part of population who are most critical to business 
and most politically active. This was further reinforced by Galaskiewicz (1985a) who 
found that the more money a firm gave to charity, the higher its prestige increased among 
elites.  
Hence, it would be interesting to research further into the extent that the operative 
goal of corporate contributions by Singapore companies is to shape elite opinions and 
enhance its corporate image and relations with the government. 




Table 2.2: Contributions to Charities By Net Profit in Year 2000 
Amount of Contribution to Charities Net Profits 





Below $1m 1 5 2 0 8 
 
$1.1m - $20m 4 6 6 1 17 
 
$20.1m - $40m 0 1 0 0 1 
 
$40.1m- $60m 0 0 1 0 1 
 
Above $60m 1 1 3 4 9 
 
Total 6 13 12 5 36 
 
 
 The above data was analyzed using a chi square test of independence analysis. 
The results of the analysis found that at the 5% level of significance, χ² = 15.78 < 25.00, 
df = 15, ns.  
 





 The findings on table 2.2 showed that there is no significant correlation between 
profits and level of contributions. Only 4 (50%) of the respondent companies with net 
profit above $60 millions contributed between $1,000 to $200,000, while 19 (76%) 
companies with less than $20 millions net profits contributed between $1,000 to 
$200,000.   
 Previous research on the significance of profit to increased contributions had 
shown mixed results.  Burt ( 1983, p. 208), Corcoran ( 1987, p. 191), and Maddox ( 1981,  
p. 18) found that the capacity to give, as measured by net income, was positively 
associated with the level of contributions.  Nelson (1970) and Levy and Shatto (1980) did 
not find support for the profitability argument.  Similarly, in a study of corporate 
matching gift programmes, Mitchell (1989, p. 157) found that while a certain level of 
profit was necessary for corporate philanthropy, an increase in profit is not necessarily 
followed by an increase in contributions.   



















Net Profit for 2000 
Contribution to 




to Charity for  
2000 
Pearson Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). **.  
 
 However, profitability is a pre-requisite to corporate giving as shown in Table 
2.2A.  In a 1976 survey by Harris and Klepper for the Conference Boards, the 
respondents expressed that an increase in earnings and profit (7%) was the last condition 
for them to increase their contributions. This was among other conditions like an increase 
of tax incentives (53%), an increase in peer companies’ giving (21%) and increase in 
industry giving as a whole (10%). While Harris and Klepper’s (1976) survey showed that 
53% of the 408 respondents indicated that if tax incentives were increased, their firms 
would likely increase contributions; it did not mean that tax deduction is the most 
important determinant of contributions. Similar responses were found in our survey as 
shown in Table 2.3. 




Table 2.3: Tax Incentive As A Condition For Company Contributions    
Tax Incentives   














































Only 11(30%) of the 37 respondents cited tax deduction as a major motivation for 
corporate contribution. Inland Revenue of Singapore (IRAS) reported that about 
$32million (20%) in tax relief for cash donations to charities went unclaimed by 
taxpayers in 1999-2000 (Straits Times, July 30, 2000).  
A similar survey by Anderson (1983) found that the majority (57%) of his survey 
of corporate executives did not cite increasing the charitable gift tax (under the Economic 
Recovery Act of 1981) as a significant motive for increasing contributions. Anderson’s 
(1983) survey finding was further supported when it tracked the level of contributions 




from 1981 to 1983, that the change in the charitable gift tax from 5% to 10% of pretax 
net income had not significantly altered the rate of corporate contributions. 
Another economic variable that may have an impact on corporate contributions is 
the condition of the business. 18(36%) of the 50 respondents in our survey cited it as a 
major motivator which would affect their level of contribution. A survey by Daniel 
Yankelovich Group (1988) indicated that although CEOs stated that they remained 
committed to philanthropy, they felt that an adverse economy would deter increased 
contributions (New York Times, 1989). 
Other variables such as size of companies, public relations, contributions-as-
marketing theory seemed to have limited support in the Singapore study. Only 18(36%) 
of the respondents identified marketing as a major motivation with 15(29%) citing it as 
not a motivator at all in their corporate giving. In fact, only 13(26%) of the 50 companies 
had PR/Corporate Affairs personnel to handle their corporate giving. This contradicted 
the popularly held notion in literature that philanthropy is an integral part of a 
corporation’s public relations portfolio. This contradiction could be due to the fact that 
the sample in our study are not from industries such as chemicals, petroleum and tobacco, 
which are rated low in public confidence and that needed to use public relations to 
aggressively promote their corporate citizenship image.  
Should one then conclude that there is no public relations value inherent in 
philanthropy as there is no necessity, or that PR department does not add value to 
corporate philanthropy? Not quite, as the complexity of the modern business environment, 
and the increasing public expectations of major corporations to be socially responsible 
citizens, will make it essential for corporations to have effective PR machinery to deal 




with charitable causes and appeals. Our survey also showed that 90% of all the 
respondents who had a PR/Corporate Affairs department to handle their contributions, 
contributed to charities in 2000. 
Firm Size and Level of Contributions. Several studies have indicated strong 
relationship between firm size and level of contributions.  Our study showed that large 
corporations, regardless of industry, are likely to view philanthropy useful as a strategic 
investment and forum for public relations, interest group relations and government 
relations. But there is no significant correlation between the firm size and level of 
contributions. 
Table 2.4: Contributions By Size Of Companies 










Small & Medium 
(<200) 
6 9 7 0 22 
Big (>200) 1 7 5 3 16 
Total 7 16 12 3 38 
 
The above data was analyzed using a chi square test of independence analysis. 
The results of the analysis found that at the 5% level of significance, χ² = 6.38 < 7.81, df 
= 3, ns.    
 




Both Russell Sage Foundation Study (1948) and Singapore Stock Exchange 2002 
sampling of 54 companies found that the bigger the companies, the lower is their rate of 
charitable giving, though the absolute dollars giving by the big companies can be more. 
These findings are further supported by Mitchell (1989); McElroy and Siegfred (1984); 
and White & Bartolomeo’s (1987) studies. 
Donations and Economic Considerations. Overall, one can conclude from the 
above discussions, that profitability is positively correlated with corporate philanthropy. 
There is little evidence to support that increasing tax deductions will motivate 
contributions as contributions seemed to be made independent of their costs. While the 
conditions of business or its performance may affect the level of contributions, there is 
little evidence to show any decrease in corporate giving due to decreases in businesses. 
However, there seems to be a positive correlation between level of contribution and the 
types of causes that were being supported. The trend of giving indicated that more 
donations were channeled  to community organizations, sponsorship of national projects 
and education, rather than to charities. Does this indicate that the operative goals of 
corporate philanthropy are influenced more by opinion leaders than by social welfare 
needs? Hence, in the next section, the researcher would explore the dynamics of decision-
making on corporate philanthropy and its implications on motivations towards corporate 









5.3 The Dynamics of Decision-Making on Corporate Donations 
As discussed earlier, there seemed to be a correlation between level of 
contributions and the types of causes supported. Hence, it would be useful to explore 
further the characteristics of the functions of contributions. This will provide insight into 
whether or not contributions are indeed positioned to be used as part of a corporate 
political strategy, integral to its profit objectives, or whether a corporate extra-curricular 
activity. 
The strategic importance of a singular function to the corporation can be 
interpreted through a careful analysis of its organizational characteristics such as position 
within the hierarchy, budgeting resources, span of control etc. In this analysis, the 
researcher will focus on three organizational characteristics of the contribution functions: 
• Locus of control within the organizational structure; 
• The role of senior management; and 
• Integration with corporate strategic goals. 
Locus Of Control. If philanthropy is a social extra-curricular for senior 
management, it would likely be placed within the Chairman/CEO’s office. It would be 
managed by senior management maintaining easy, low profile access and control. If it is 
a political function, it would be managed by the Corporate/Public Affairs Department as 
it would be likely that the contributions function contributed in some ways to overall 
objectives of public affairs department. If contributions were designed as investments for 
employees’ development, then the Human Resource department or Finance department 
would be likely to manage the function. If contributions were designed as marketing, then 
the Marketing/Advertising department would be managing the contribution. 




 In our study, the locus of control is shown in Table 3.1 and Table 3.2.  They 
showed the involvement and its frequency by the different level of personnel.  
Based on Table 3.1 below, the contribution function is managed mostly by the Senior 
Management (68%) which comprised the Chairman, CEOs and Management. The fact 
that contribution functions rested in the hands of the Senior Management indicated that it 
is considered as an important function of the company. Also in a recent study by the 
American Chamber of Commerce’s Corporate Citizenship Committee survey (2002) on 
25 companies, it also found that 78% of the Senior Management determined the 
recipients of their corporate giving.   
Table 3.1: Decision- Making in Contributions Function 
Designations Frequency Percentage 
(n=40) 




Human Resource 4  
 
10.0 
Others * 9 
 
22.5 
Total 40 100 
 
*Includes Public Relations, Welfare Committee and External Public Relations Agencies 





Table 3.2 showed that 24(76%) of Chairman/CEO were involved in most of the 
companies’ decision-making process in the allocation of funds, followed by the 
Corporate Affairs/PR department. This strongly suggested that there is a connection 
between philanthropy and the political relations of corporations, as Public Affairs staff is 
usually in direct contact with the CEO. 
Table 3.2: Participation in Decision-making Process 
Involvement in Decision-Making 
Process 
Designations 
Yes (%) No (%) 
Chairman/CEO 76.2 23.8 
Management Committee 12.2 87.8 
Welfare Committee 7.3 92.7 
Corporate Affairs/PR Department 40.5 59.5 
External PR Agency 2.4 97.6 
 

























 Figure 2(a) illustrated the role of Senior Management in setting the goals and 
priorities of the contribution function. Overall, more than 50% of the Senior Management 
played a major role in setting goals, priorities, budgets to determining specific 
contributions; even though the contributions are small, and remained unchanged over the 
years. The major role played by Senior Management suggests that the purpose of 
contributions is tied to corporate political activity and may be an integral part of 
corporate strategic management. Similar conclusions were observed in studies by Harris 
and Klepper’s (1976) survey; and White & Bartolomeo’s (1982), where both studies 












Integration With Corporate Strategic Goals. Troy (1980) highlighted that 
“Corporate contribution strategically employed can reach and influence the course of 
events, organizations and people, vital to the long-term welfare of the corporation.”  This 
concept is further reinforced by Daniel Yankelovich Group Survey (1990), which found a 
clear majority (71%) of CEOs emphasizing that the contributions function must 
contribute to strategic goals.   
Table 3.3: Contribution Functions And Strategic Goals 
Social Responsibility Frequency Percentage 
(%) 
Yes 5 10 
No 45 90 
Total 50 100 
 
In the case of our Singapore study, only 5 (10%) of the respondents positioned 
contributions functions as part of its strategic goals. A similar Australian study of the top 
500 companies also found that only 7% of the respondents displayed corporate 
citizenship as central to the strategic direction. (Glazebrook, 2000). 




Table 3.4: Companies’ Methodologies towards Funds Allocation 
Allocation methods Yes No Total 








Includes Contribution at the 























PR/Corporate Affairs to Look 








Table 3.4 showed that only 6 (12%) of the companies have written policies on 
contributions, this supported the earlier finding that most companies gave on an ad hoc 
basis rather than strategically. 21 (42%) companies do budget for contributions to 
charities, although they do not plan on how best to distribute or maximize its returns from 
donations.  




Table 3.5: Criteria for Donations  
Criteria Yes (%) No (%) 





















Table 3.5 showed that 70% of the respondents gave on an ad hoc manner and 
based on requests by charities. There is no positive correlation between the criteria for 
donations and methodologies towards fund allocation. However, a majority of the sample 
cited the amount requested as a criteria for level of decision-making and hence the 
amount that is finally distributed to beneficiaries.  
Donations and Political Considerations. The organizational analysis of the 
Singapore sample suggested that the corporate contributions functions is not just a 
corporate extra-curricular activity as Senior Management are heavily involved in its 
directions and it may be used by some to influence opinion leaders and elite to give 
support for their businesses. However, this may be an intrinsic motivation as most 
Singapore companies do not link their contributions to its strategic goals or political 
returns. These companies may fund national and community projects as a gesture of their 
support for government initiatives and do not expect specific returns for their 
contributions. This thinking is reflected by Olson (1965) who stated that “people are 
sometimes motivated by a desire to win prestige, respect, friendship and other social and 




psychological objectives.” This is further supported by Becker’s (1974) observation that 
“charitable donations may reflect a desire to avoid scorn of others or to receive social 
acclaim.”  Whatever the intrinsic motivators are, the fact that senior management are 
actively involved in the distribution function further highlights the importance of 
discovering and understanding what motivates CEOs to give to charity. 
5.4  Philanthropy as a Social Currency 
 Several studies in social psychology showed that social network is important for 
shaping individual’s attitudes and behaviors. In addition, social prestige is likely to be 
important to executives who live in communities where there are significant social 
networks. The power to provide corporate resources for social goods is likely to enhance 
personal social prestige of the corporate executive. Peer pressure, the need for social 
status and prestige, especially in the Asian context, might influence executives’ 
involvement in corporate philanthropy and the level of contributions. These findings are 
supported by Russell Sage Foundation (1948); Blau (1994) and Ostrower (1995) studies. 
 Likewise in the Singapore survey, the degree of motivation for corporate giving 
influenced by a personal friend or business associate is assessed to be moderate to high 
(69%).  On the other hand, 68% of them did not see giving by other companies in their 
industry as a motivation at all in influencing their contributions. The latter finding was 
similar to the Harris and Klepper (1976) study which showed that only 10% of their 
respondents cited that they would increase contributions if their industry as a whole did. 
Empirical work by Burt (1983); Johnson (1966); and Bennett and Johnson (1980) showed 
negative correlations between industry classification and contributions.  




 Based on the information reflected in Table 3.6 the key motivators of driving 
corporate giving appears to be altruistic combined with secondary non-altruistic 
motivation This is consistent with many researches on corporate philanthropy which 
suggest that pure altruism in giving is rarely a satisfactory assumption. What is more 
consistent with empirical findings is the theory of a mixed public-private goods approach 
as presented by Steinberg (1987); Sugden (1982); and Andreoni (1990). It appears that 
charitable giving gave the donors the “warm glow” of having given and at the same time 
fulfills their “principle of reciprocity.”  
Table 3.6:  Motivations and Corporate Philanthropy 
Altruistic Motivation 
1. Quality of charity making the request   63.7% 
2. Giving back to community that we make a living from 63.6% 
3. Personal values of the chairman/CEO   54.6% 
4. Enhancing the moral basis of society   47.7% 
Non-altruistic Motivation 
5. Previous givings      39.6% 
6. Public relations      35.7% 
7. The condition of the business    35.3% 
8. Interest of employees     32.5% 
9. Tax incentives      27.9% 
10. Being asked to contribute by government   23.3% 
11. Being asked to contribute by a personal friend/ business associates  18.6% 
12. Other companies giving     2.4% 




















Table 3.6 and Figure 3(a) illustrate that the three major motivators of corporate 
philanthropy are the quality of charity making the requests (64%), giving back to the 
community (64%) and personal values of the Chairman/CEO (55%). Several studies have 
identified all the above three motivations as key factors influencing contributions. 
 The Russell Sage (1984) survey found a positive correlation with the level of 
participation in charities and the size of gift and propensity to give. This finding on 
donors was further substantiated by Galaskiewicz (1985a) survey and Ostrower (1995). 










involvement, identification and obligation towards the organization, which in turn 
promoted additional giving.  However, the issue of the donors’ appreciation of the quality 
of organizations making appeals and what donors looked for in these appeals were not 
studied. Further research into the qualities of the organizations that corporate donors look 
for in funding is essential to charities fund-raising effort; as this is the main motivator for 
Singapore corporate donors. 
 “Giving back to communities” is identified as the second key motivator for 
corporate giving.  In a study of 166 firms by Maddox (1981), “Corporate responsibility” 
is identified as the most important rationale for corporate giving. While “Corporate 
responsibility” is identified as the primary motive, the interpretation of this motive is not 
as simple. Supporters of corporate altruism would argue that this response supports the 
basic principles that good corporations have a moral responsibility to contribute to the 
community they made their living from. Supporters of the political corporate model 
would argue that corporations undertake responsibility because of its necessity to 
influence its political environment, to ensure long-term profitability. 
 In trying to interpret “giving back to community” as a motive for giving, in the 
Singapore context, it is necessary for the researcher to delve deeper into what is the 
definition of “giving back to community” means to CEOs. Is this a general feeling of 
what Steinberg (1987); Sugden (1982); and Andreoni (1990), defined as the “warm 
glow” of having given and at and fulfilling their “principle of reciprocity”? Or is this a 
more pragmatic approach of expecting their contributions to make significant impact on 
the beneficiaries? If the latter is a consideration then the two primary motivators of 
corporate giving in Singapore, that of quality of charity making requests and the need of 




companies to contribute to the community, are closely linked. An in-depth understanding 
on the link between the two variables will help charities to position their service delivery 
and approach to corporations for donations.  
As early as in 1984, corporate philanthropy research had identified “personal 
values of the owner” as one of the strongest factors affecting giving by corporations. The 
finding was supported over the years by several other researches such as Frishkoff and 
Kostecka (1991); and Burlingame and Kaufmann (1995). Prince and File (1994) study 
researched further into the definitions of these personal values.  
Using Prince and File (1994) multi-year study of over 800 participants and focus 
group study of 218 donors, the researcher used the seven key personal values to measure 
the intensity of values that drive the 50 Singapore respondents to their giving. The 
comparisons are reflected in Figure 3(b).   




Figure 3(b): Comparisons of the Characteristics of Personal Values towards Giving – 
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Figure 3(b) further confirms that in Singapore study, altruism is the key motivator 
for corporate giving followed by tradition of giving; whereas in the US study, these two 
personal values have the least impact on motivating decision-makers’ contributions to 
charities. Both countries identified business contacts and increasing network as one of the 
key factors impacting on corporate philanthropy. It will be interesting to further explore 
the definition of this value and its demonstration in corporate giving in both cultures.  
Increasing business contacts or networks is cited as the main motivation behind 
American CEOs’ giving while it is ranked as the third motivation for the Singapore 
sample. Donors give to their friends, peers or, social superiors is truly world wide – 
“guangxi giving”. This is more than just following the pace set by their peers or industry, 
as it was shown earlier that this is not a major factor in Singapore corporate giving. But it 
ranks as the third motivator in personal value towards giving. Hence, it could be 
interpreted that the Singapore CEOs may seem to care more being given face than being 
asked by an influential member to give. 21% of the respondents cited the reason of being 
seen in social events and being part of the socialite group as a personal value of giving.   
“Guangxi giving” in the Asian context is different from the west, as the latter 
solicitors believe in the cause; then they sell it to their friends. And their friends always 
have the right to say “no, thanks” with relative impunity. In Asia, the tendency is for 
solicitors first to develop a list of friends and then just ask them. The nature of the cause 
or project is secondary, unless the prospect asks questions. And if solicitors have enough 
influence, almost no one says “no”.  While “guangxi giving” is a very speedy form of 
collecting donations, it seldom lead to donors’ commitment to the cause or donors giving 
as much as they could or should. They make the gift because their friend has asked them, 




not because they want to support cause. This is supported by the findings where 
commitment to the cause is ranked as fourth in values of corporate giving.  
Table 4.1: Ranking of Personal Values Towards Giving (Singapore Study) 
Items Ranking 
Self Fulfillment or Altruistic Purpose 1 
Tradition of Giving set by Predecessor 2 
Business Contacts or to increase Network 3 
Commitment to Cause 4 
To be seen in Social Events and be part of the 
Socialite Groups 
4 
Religious Beliefs 5 
Investment Purposes 5 
 
The above illustration again demonstrated that the motivations behind corporate 
giving is seldom purely altruistic, political or economic. It tends to range within the 
spectrum from altruistic to non-altruistic. Martin (1995) argued that CEOs who come 
from families where there was a lot of volunteering and charitable giving were more 
likely to set higher donation budgets for their companies than those who did not have this 
background. The “tradition of giving set by predecessor” is identified as the second most 
important value in influencing CEOs’ orientation positively to giving. This value high 
ranking could be linked to Redding (1990) study that identified “personalism” as a key 
ingredient in Chinese business practice, which affected corporate giving in charity. This 
personalism in Asian culture, amongst Asian companies seem more important than 




professionalism, as most companies and foundations remain in the family, with the 
family members making the philanthropic decisions.  
Self-fulfillment or altruistic purpose ranks as the strongest influence in decision-
makers giving and this shows that philanthropy in Singapore is moving towards being 
more attuned to the end beneficiary. This is also a main motivator of giving by the new 
rich as discussed in chapter one. Hence, charities have to learn how to present a 
compelling case for support; a proposal that tells donors that they can make a difference 
in the lives of people they are helping or the cause that they are supporting.   
Based on Table 4.2, only 30% companies are on payroll contribution programmes 
for charities. This is relatively high percentage as compared to other studies on 
employees’ involvement. Cronin & Gianni (2002) study of Australian corporations found 
that just over 50% of its respondents provided payroll deduction facility for employees’ 
charitable contributions.   
Table 4.2: Types of Charitable Contribution From Payroll Deduction in Year 2000  
























Using Pearson correlation, the study found that charitable contribution was not 
significantly correlated to Chairman/CEO’s involvement in the decision making process 
in the allocation of funds.  Level of contributions also had no significant correlation with 
NKF and Others organizations payroll contribution. However, level of contribution  was 
found to be negatively correlated with SHARE, r = -.325, p < .05. This showed that those 
companies who supported payroll deduction actually contributed less to charities in Year 
2000. It will be interesting to explore deeper whether CEOs’ involvement would have an 
impact on employees’ level of donations to charities. Does it drive their motivation to 
contribute more or is it excuse for them to contribute less, as their involvement in 
allocation of funds is not correlated to the amount donated to charities?  
 Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to look into the relationship between 
chairman/CEO involvement in volunteering and contribution to charity in Year 2000. The 
results of the analysis showed that there was a positive but insignificant correlation 
between chairman/CEO involvements in volunteering as well as contribution to charity in 
Year 2000, r = .280, ns. A positive but insignificant correlation between employees 
involvement in volunteering and contribution to charity in Year 2000 was obtained, r 
= .281, ns. 
Overall, only 18(36%) of employees are involved in voluntary activities and 
16(32%) chairman/CEOs were volunteers. In comparison to the rate of employees’ 
volunteerism, the Singapore figure is rather low. The Point of Light (2000) USA study 
showed that 81% of their respondents supported employees volunteering as a core 
business function. A study by the Australian State Chamber of Commerce (2001) found 
that 75% of companies were active in employee volunteer programmes. The low 




participation in volunteering maybe due to the Singapore corporate and employees’ 
beliefs that monetary contribution is more important to charities than volunteering. This 
belief is further reflected in personal interviews with CEOs where 40% of them felt that it 
is easier to raise funds than to ask people to volunteer.  This is aptly summed up by a 
CEO who said that he is confident that there will be increase in corporate giving but not 
as confident in predicting an increase in volunteering and promoting the culture of giving 
in Singapore.  
The implications that donations in cash can replace volunteering will not only 
lead to shortage of caring individuals to help charities in their service delivery but it will 
hinder the growth of Singapore as a strong civic society. According to a survey by the 
NVPC in 2003, there were 400,000 volunteers in Singapore whose total volunteer hours 
amounted to the equivalent of 35,000 full-time jobs. The writer, Kevin Lee, Deputy 
Director, Sector Development, NVPC, concluded:   
“If everyone were to be paid for volunteer work, then no one helps another freely.  
This does not augur well for building a caring community.” ( SALT, 2004, No.5. p.33). 
Volunteerism has been identified by several CDCs leaders as the foundation for 
building Singapore into a community that truly cares for its citizens.  Through 
volunteerism, different individuals are given opportunities to work together, appreciate 
their differences, practice skills and habits of thinking and behaviour that enable them to 
be “better” citizens.  Sat Pal Khattar, Life Trustee, Singapore Indian Development 
Association (SINDA), shared his views on volunteerism and building of a civic society: 
“You cannot have a civic society if you do not have volunteerism to put into effect 
the problem-solving aspects of society.  Volunteerism is the catalyst or balm, and is 




intertwined with the development of a civic society.  We still need more volunteers with 
dedication and we need to motivate.  For me personally, volunteeris is pitiching the 
messae, looking after policy and funding in an environment where managerial types, 
including myself, will be able to contribute.”( SALT, 2004, No.2, p. 21).  
Volunteerism not only help to solve some of the complex social welfare issues but 
in the process builds self-reliance, sense of ownership and service among its citizens.  
The eminent political economist Francis Fukuyama, in an address to the International 
Monetary Fund in 1999, warned that “states can have a serious negative impact on soial 
capital when they start to undertake activities that are better left to the private sector or 
to civil society.  The ability to cooperate is based on habit and practice; if the state gets 
into the business of organizing everything, people will become more dependent on it and 
lose their spontaneous ability to work with one another.” (SALT, 2004, No.2, p. 20).  
  While our study showed that there is positive though not significant correlations 
between the Chairman/CEO involvement in volunteering vs. level of contribution and 
employees volunteering vs. heir contributions to charities, there is positive is positively 
and significantly correlated with the level of contributions, we need to research further 
into this area; as the above discussions demonstrated the importance of voluntarism in 
promoting corporate philanthropy.   





5.4  Summary 
The analysis of the 50 Singapore companies that participated in corporate 
philanthropy has produced some very interesting results which have implications on the 
development of corporate philanthropy in Singapore and how charities should position 
themselves in soliciting donations. Of the companies interviewed, the biggest 
contribution in monetary terms comes from Utilities, followed by the Services and 
Manufacturing sector. Overall, our findings showed that despite the economic downturn, 
most firms saw no change and even a slight increase in their contribution to philanthropy.  
Through profitability is positively correlated to philanthropy, an increase in profit 
is not necessarily followed by an increase in contribution by the companies. Another 
finding was that large corporations are more likely to view philanthropy as a form of 
strategic investment. Large firms were also the ones who contributed most to charities in 
term of absolute dollars, but not in terms of the percentage of their profits. It was found 
that the bigger the companies, the lower were the rates of charitable giving. This is 
similar to trends in corporate giving in the USA and Great Britain, which leads one to 
conclude that as income is redistributed towards profits, charitable donations will not 
increase proportionately. Several philanthropy researchers have suggested that perhaps a 
policy of “moral persuasion” towards highly profitable company is required. Will this 
work in the Singapore context, when our study consistently showed that the key drivers 
for corporate giving are linked to the personal values of the CEOs?  Inclination model of 
giving Toner (1968), suggested that a more profound and more effective way to generate 




charitable giving is to evoke and work through individual motivations and inclinations 
rather than to impose them externally.  
Our study further showed that 68% of distribution function is managed by the 
Senior Management which comprised the Chairman, CEOs and Management. This 
suggests that the heavy involvement of Senior Management in distribution of funds, even 
though the donations may not be sizeable, maybe interpreted as “personalism” being 
more important than “professionalism”, in making the philanthropic decisions. It could 
also be interpreted as the use of corporate donation to influence opinion leaders and elite 
to give support for their businesses; as community organizations are the main beneficiary 
of the sample’s corporate donations.  However, it appears that these companies fund 
national and community projects as a gesture of their support for government initiatives 
and do not expect specific returns for their contributions as only 10% of the respondent 
companies positioned contributions as part of their strategic goals. Overall, the study 
found that most firms contributed on an ad-hoc basis and did not plan to maximize their 
returns from donations.   
The three key factors that affect their decisions on donations are the quality of the 
charity making the requests, giving back to the community and the personal values of the 
CEOs.  Among the personal values cited by our local CEOs, self-fulfillment/altruistic 
purposes ranked top, and is followed by tradition of giving set by predecessor and 
“guangxi giving”. Unlike the studies in the USA, where increasing business networks and 
following the industrial norms is a key motivation in CEOs’ giving, the Singapore sample 
indicated that they are not motivated by having to follow the industry or business network 
norms of giving, but rather by personal solicitation to give, especially by solicitors of 




influence. Hence, the commitment to the cause that they are giving is ranked as fourth in 
the CEOs’ personal values towards giving. This is an interesting phenomenon as the 
researcher needs to delve further to understand how the lack of commitment to cause is 
aligned or misaligned to the number one motivation of corporate philanthropy which is 
the quality of charity making requests. 
Overall, the key motivators driving corporate giving in Singapore appears to be 
altruistic combined with secondary non-altruistic motivation. The key difference between 
altruistic and non-altruistic giving is that the former giving is driven by non-economic 
motives derived largely from a sense of social responsibility.  The altruistic corporation 
responds to societal needs that transcend profit maximization.  Important to 
understanding corporate altruism is that it must be freely chosen by the corporation; that 
is, the sense of social responsibility must originate within the corporation and not 
imposed by external pressures.  If social responsibility is imposed by external pressures, 
than it becomes a political, not an altruistic motive. Many researches on corporate 
philanthropy have suggested that the theory of a mixed public-private goods approach is 
more empirically sound rather than pure or impure altruism in corporate philanthropy.  
As highlighted in the earlier discussions, corporate philanthropy will increase 
globally and in Singapore.  The magnitude and complexity of social problems requires 
the cooperation and contributions of all sectors: the public sectors as well as the for-profit 
and non-profit private sectors.  As a dominant social institution in modern society, 
business must contribute its “fair share.”  Hence, whatever the level of altruism is in 
Singapore corporate giving, the fact that senior management is actively involved in the 
distribution function of corporate giving and prefer to give on an ad hoc basis, highlights 




the importance of discovering and understanding what motivates CEOs to give to charity. 
This will enable policy makers to design measures that will support CEOs to increase 
their participation in corporate philanthropy and fund-raisers to manage their fund-raising 
efforts more impactfully.  
In summary, the heart of the matter is not in trying to distinguish the differences 
between altruistic and non-altruistic giving or the level of altruism in corporations’ giving, 
but to accept the fact that motivations of giving is always mixed.  The importance is to 
discover what motives CEOs to give and how to align the beneficiary’s needs and 
organisation’s mission with the purpose of the benefactor.  This will ensure success in 
securing funding support from corporations.  Ms. Paulette Maehara, President & CEO of 
the Association of Fund Raising Professionals, USA, noted that: 
“ most corporations today practice ‘ strategic philanthropy’ focused on the 
corporation’s bottom line, and so increasing shareholders’ value.  Strategic philanthropy 
seeks to align an NPO’s mission with that of a like-minded corporation. Those are the 
most satisfying and sustainable matches between funder and the NPO.” (SALT, 2004, 
No.5, p.16).  
Despite the setting up of the NVPC to encourage volunteerism in Singapore, it 
was found that there was little volunteering of services by the corporate. Only 36% of 
employees and 32% of Senior Management were involved in voluntary activities. These 
figures are relatively low as compared to the 81% of the USA study and 75% of the 
Australian study. However, according to the Volunteerism Survey in Singapore 2004, 
conducted by NVPC, Singapore volunteers’ participation rate, in terms of current 
volunteers who had volunteered over the past 12 months has increased from 9.3% in 




2000 to 15.2% in 2004.  This implies that Singaporeans are willing to volunteer and if 
corporations are to provide opportunities for volunteering, employees will subscribe to it. 
Singapore companies can help to “jump start” the development of Singapore as a civil 
society by mobilizing their employees to participate in community development.  
 According to the Corporate Citizenship Company, voluntary community 
contributions, the third and final component of corporate citizen, are the value-added, 
seen here as the cap that complete the scheme of good corporate citizenship. (Figure 4).  
In their voluntary community contribution, company can deploy four resources: cash, in-
kind goods and equipment, the time and skills of their employees, and changes in 
business policy to promote community benefits.  
Figure 4: The Three Components of Corporate Citizenship 
 
The contribution of employees’ time and skills is a multi-faceted aspect of 
corporate community involvement.  Beyond volunteering, employees also undertake 




roles such as managing the company local philanthropy, fund-raising, training young 
people on site and working full-time for community organizations. (The Corporate 
Citizenship Company, 2002, p. 5).   
Likewise in Philanthropic Giving, Magat asserts that “the donation of time is 
interwined with cash giving.  A higher proportion of volunteers donate funds to 
charitable organizations than persons who do not volunteer.” (1989, p.7). Therefore 
employees’ volunteerism is a very good strategy for increasing corporate funding and 
support for non-profits.   
It can benefit the business as well, but few companies explore this aspect of its 
contributions. This is largely due to lack of monitoring and measuring of the value and 
impact of employees’ volunteerism and hence ‘hard’ data on what it achieves. This 
situation will have to change, and quickly, if the practice is to grow and the contribution 
that employees make is to be properly understood, valued and honoured. 
Finally, the key findings of this survey seem to indicate that personal values of the 
decision-makers are increasingly influential in shaping corporate philanthropy. Hence, an 
in-depth understanding of the social-psychological forces that influence and shape the 
CEOs’ attitudes towards giving is essential to development of corporate philanthropy in 
Singapore. This understanding will be done through one-on-one interviews with senior 
management of corporate donors, to understand the organizational issues surrounding 
corporate philanthropy and delved further into the mixed motives involved in corporate 
giving. These by no means capture the full array of corporate philanthropic motives, but 
they are snapshots along a continuum of giving, and will provide some focuses for 




charities on how best to nurture their corporate donors to continuously support their cause 
as they expand their services. 




Chapter 6: The Corporate Leaders’ Perspectives on Corporate Philanthropy 
Introduction 
This chapter explores in-depth thirteen CEOs and three key stakeholders’ views 
on their motivations and contributions towards Corporate Philanthropy. This is to validate 
the responses collected from fifty Singapore companies that were conducted in 2000-
2003. The findings will be structured according to the purposes of the interviews which 
are as follows: 
• To understand the CEOs’ and stakeholders’ attitudes towards corporate 
philanthropy 
• To explore the motivations behind corporate giving 
• To anticipate the future trend of giving by companies 
• To evaluate government’s and corporations’ effectiveness in encouraging 
corporate philanthropy 
CEOs from different companies were chosen for this survey as the Singapore 
study had shown that 76% of chairman and CEOs were involved in the companies’ 
decision-making process in the allocation of funds; therefore they are the best person to 
provide information regarding the reasons and rationale behind the distribution of funds 
to charities.  Major studies by Harris and Klepper (1976); White and Bartolomeo (1982); 
Siegfried, McElroy and Biernot-Fawke (1983); and Logson, Reiner and Burke (1990), 
had also found that CEO played a major role in all aspects of donations decision-making.  
The key findings in the Singapore study indicated that personal values of the 
decision- makers are a major driver of donors’ decisions on corporate giving. Hence, 




understanding these values will enable the researcher to propose different approaches to 
secure support of donors and promote corporate philanthropy. 
6.1  Analysis of Qualitative Data 
The analysis of this qualitative study taken together with findings from other 
primary and secondary researches has produced very important information which can be 
used for charities to improve on their fund-raising efforts and also, for policy makers to 
tailor the policies to better promote corporate philanthropy in Singapore. 
The sample included 11 decision makers from 10 different companies and 3 
stakeholders from the National Volunteer Philanthropy Centre (NVPC) and National 
Council of Social Services (NCSS). Through these interviews, it was found that most of 
the CEOs have their own criteria about choosing the type of charities they wanted to 
support. This is usually a reflection of their personal experiences and values towards 
charities, such as self-fulfillment or altruistic purposes, tradition of giving set by 
predecessors, support for their business contacts or “guanxi giving”, and commitment to 
causes. It is noticeable that these personal values of the CEOs of private limited 
companies have tended to be aligned to the corporate values as compared to the CEOs of 
public listed companies. The latter drew a clear line between their personal donation to 
their charities and that of their corporate giving. In fact, one CEO interviewed maintained 
that the charity that she is chairing will not be a beneficiary of the company she is 
working with.  This is to ensure that there is absolute transparency in her volunteering for 
charitable causes. Generally, all the CEOs interviewed were very supportive of their 
employees’ involvement with charity, even though most of the involvement was on an ad 
hoc basis. 




Detailed Findings: Reactions Towards The Singapore Findings. Based on the 
survey of the 50 companies in Singapore, the 12 factors that CEOs would consider when 
giving to charities were identified and ranked according to percentage rating.  The chart 
below shows the comparative results of the two studies. 
Figure 5 (a): Comparisons of Responses towards Giving  
Key 
1 Quality of charity making 
the requests 
7 The condition of the business 
 
2 Giving back to community 
that we make a living from 
8 Interest of employees 
 
3 Personal values of the CEO 9 Tax incentives 
4 Enhancing the moral basis 
of society 
10 Being asked to contribute by government 
5 Previous giving 11 Being asked to contribute by a personal 
friend/ business associate 
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Based on Figure 5 (a), the CEO interviewees shared similar views as those shown 
in the comparative Singapore study in top three factors that influenced their giving to 
charities. These factors are: 
1. Quality of charity making the requests  
2. Giving back to community that we make a living from 
3. Personal values of the CEO 
They all agreed that the quality of charity, giving back to the community and 
personal values were very important factors. However, the CEOs did not feel that 
enhancing the moral basis of the society and previous giving was that critical. They chose 
public relations and condition of the business instead. The rationale given by two 
interviewees were that enhancing the moral basis of the society is the function of the 
education system, their upbringing and socialization by the families. The reasoning was 
also supported by their own personal life experiences, and feeling that charitable giving is 
a very personal issue. This trend of thinking also influenced their pattern of giving, that 
one should give as widely as possible to help as many people in need as possible. Hence, 
if they have given previously to the charities, they should consider other charities since 
they have supported the former. However, they would continue to support the charities as 
long as they deliver quality services and are meeting clients’ needs.  According to Mrs. 
Margaret Lien, Governor of the Lien Foundation, her definition of quality service is: 
“Fundraisers must tell us about the cause, how much money is needed, how many 
the project or programme could benefit, how long the programme or project is going to 
take.  And give us information on the management – how you will account for the money 




spent, annual reports or other forms of reporting.  Keep us informed on the progress of 
the project.” (SALT, 2005, No. 5. p.15).  
An interesting discovery arising from the interviews is the interpretation of the 
motive of “giving back to the community”. Some CEOs interpreted it as corporate 
responsibility/citizenship and others saw it as a “feeling of warm glow” (Andreoni, 1990) 
for having given.   Research by Murray (1991); Useem (1987); and Galaskiewics (1989) 
on the former interpretation is that donations are made as part of the responsibility to 
contribute to the betterment of the society and also, they are good for one’s own business. 
Donors are convinced that a prosperous and healthy community is, in the long run, good 
for all business in that it provides high calibre employees and knowledgeable consumers. 
For the others, they donated because they felt good about giving and this is usually based 
on rather personal reasons. For example, one may give due to a strong feeling of loyalty 
to one’s alma mater. However, both interpretations have in common is that the donation 
is not seen as having a direct payoff for the corporations. This is an interesting area to 
explore and this seems to be a trend among the CEOs interviewed.   
For the more senior (age) CEOs, when they related about their giving to the 
community; they based it on their life experiences, and their ‘connection’ with the 
charities they support.  It is more than just an act of giving. It is very much related to their 
own life experiences and values instilled by their parents or teachers. For example, a 
CEO shared that she was very poor when she was a teenager, and did not have enough 
money to buy food and uniform. Having experienced poverty, she tended to support 
charities that help poor families and education services for young people. Another 
interviewee shared how her personal experience with beneficiaries of charities helped her 




to reflect on perseverance over adversity, and this gave her courage to overcome her 
personal tragedy. Arising from this compelling experience, she became the volunteer 
chairperson for the charity for several years to provide hope for the patients and their 
families. 
Another interesting finding is that, the older CEOs are more inclined towards 
seeking peers support for charitable giving. They are very likely to donate when their 
friends asked them to. Therefore, ‘guangxi’ giving is very prevalent among them. This is 
consistent with the findings by Schervish & Havens (1997) that majority of the givers 
cited that being asked to give is the main reasons for their charitable efforts. However, it 
is important to note that the key influence is to be asked directly by someone that the 
donors know personally or by a senior representative of the charity that the donors are 
participating in. The younger CEOs, on the other hand, are more inclined towards 
market-driven, strategic approach to philanthropy.  This new style of philanthropy seeks a 
tangible return on contribution (Mescon, Tilson & Desman, 1995). These CEOs take a 
more professional look at corporate giving and tend to expect their giving to provide 
some forms of recognition to their companies. Therefore, apart from doing good deeds, 
they are also looking at how their donations will improve their image, public relations, 
marketing and sales performance. 
However, all the CEOs that were interviewed, strongly feel that they do not see 
“asking to give by the government” is an important factor. This is further substantiated by 
80% of the interviewees who felt that the government should not intervene further by 
setting policies on corporate philanthropy. They view that more effective measures is to 
educate the young on the virtues of giving through schools. This view is strongly 




supported by several interviewees as they based it on their personal experiences when 
they were young and how it shaped their giving towards charities. These views are 
supported by researchers Eisenberg and Fabes (1998) who stated that moral prosocial 
behaviors are learned at a very young age. Prosocial behaviors refer to altruistic 
behaviors such as sharing, helping and showing compassion. It is shaped at the very start 
of one’s life by moral convictions and subsequent decisions and behaviors of significant 
adults.  The studies also suggest that children who observe a generous or helpful model 
are more generous and helpful themselves. According to them, inculcating moral values 
and prosocial behavior since young will ensure that these virtues will steer and sustain 
them throughout their life. Schervish (1997) had also done a research on giving and 
volunteering which reflected that youth experiences were associated with higher levels of 
adult giving. It was found that positive models and experiences from one’s youth do 
impact on giving behaviors. Thus, it may indeed be effective to educate the children 
about the virtue of giving when they are young, whether in school or at home.   
 One of the strongest motivators in CEOs giving to charities is the satisfaction that 
they derived from personal engagements with the beneficiaries. All interviewees agreed 
that this is the strongest factor that influences their giving, as aptly described by some of 
the following two CEOs:  
 “I look at the passion in giving, not so much of quality. Charity giving is part of 
our Asian culture and the joy is making a difference in peoples’ lives, it really makes my 
day to give” 




“I have to understand the needs of people needing help, whatever cause it is for. I 
need to get personally involved. The major problem in Singapore is that there is too much 
emphasis on the collection of money then the cause, of helping the needy…” 
As fund-raising becomes more competitive, fundraisers tend to emphasize on the 
needs rather than justifying how the funds will be used to help the needy.  At the 2004 
NVPC Conference on July 27, Robert Tomlin, the Vice Chairman for Asia at UBS AG 
said: 
“You’d be surprised how many organizations just take your cheque, then you 
don’t hear from them again…. Very often, fundraisers go in with their hearts first and 
their heads a few steps behind.” (SALT, 2004, No. 5, p. 18).  
At the end of the day, donors need to be satisfied that their giving agendas are met, 
that their money is well spent in helping the needy, and making an impact on the 
community. As summed by Ms. Jan Masaoka, Executive Director of CompassPoint 
Nonprofit Services, “ The act of asking for money is probably the most meaningful act of 
nurturing support – not just in terms of money, but for the cause.” (SALT, 2004, No. 5. p. 
15).  
Empathy is a main reason influencing giving behavior than conditions of business 
and this is reported in Straits Times of 5th July 2004. IRAS disclosed that donations from 
individuals shot up by about a third, from nearly $382 million in 2002 to $512 million in 
2003. This is in spite of the outbreak of SARS and a slow economy in 2003. One of the 
reasons given for this increased giving during hard times is that the worst of times brings 
out the best in our people (Tan, 2004). 




During the same period, corporate giving increased to $310 million in 2003, 
compared to $250.9 million in 2002. The percentage of increased corporate giving is 19% 
more compared to 34% increase in individual gifts over the two years comparison. 
Several of the companies interviewed by the Straits Times such as Mobile 1, SingTel, 
StarHub and Hongkong Shanghai Banking Corporation (HSBC), were quoted as saying 
that poor economy performance did not lead to their cutting back on charitable. SingTel’s 
spokesman was quoted saying, “As a corporate citizen, SingTel supports the community 
in good times as well as bad.” These sentiments are similar to those expressed by  CEOs 
interviewed, who stated that they would not cut back on corporate giving during bad 
times; though the condition of business is ranked as the fifth most important factor that 
influenced their contributions to charities. 
These findings are quite similar to that of a research on American corporate 
giving. According to a Minnesota research on “The Business of Giving Back” by the 
Wilder Research Centre in 2002 (Chase & Nelson, 2002) on 595 business establishments, 
it is found that small businesses in this survey ranked the condition of the business higher 
than business citizenship, in influencing their decisions on corporate giving. On the other 
hand, for the Singapore corporate findings, the respondents had ranked the condition of 
the business as a least important concern.  For them, enhancing the moral basis of the 
society and previous giving were more important factors than the condition of business. 
This may be because the majority of the corporate respondents were Human Resource 
officers and Corporate Affairs who were more concerned with the image then the 
condition of the business. The condition of the business was seldom mentioned as the top 
reasons; however it is assessed to play a significant role in contributions to charities by 




small businesses. This is an important factor for Singapore charities to consider in their 
fund raising as small and medium enterprises accounted for 90 per cent of businesses in 
Singapore. 
Values and Motivations to Corporate Philanthropy. In order to find out the 
motivations behind giving, the CEOs were asked about the causes they support and what 
drives them to support it.  When asked about charities that appeal to them, a range of 
responses came up, such as Community Chest, elderly, needy families and children. The 
choices of the charities selected reflect their emotive responses to charities.  The first 
recall is Community Chest as all of the CEOs interviewed had or are currently 
volunteering with the Community Chest.   Inevitably, they supported the cause of 
Community Chest as a central fund-raising and distribution body; by giving to the 
Community Chest, they supported a range of charities in need. Elderly, especially the 
aged sick, was selected as they are helpless and deserve assistance. Helping needy 
families and children are seen as priorities as most of them had personal experiences with 
poverty and success stories with helping young people in need. So besides tugging their 
heartstrings, these two groups of beneficiaries were seen by benefactors as either old and 
helpless and deserving of assistance or that with support, they were be able to overcome 
their difficulties.  
There were two CEOs who mentioned that they were usually very selective, and 
their criteria were based on whether causes of the charities were in line with their 
corporate vision and values.  One CEO, on the other hand, said that he would try not to 
turn away any charities that approached him for donation. 




Understanding motivations behind corporate philanthropy has always received 
considerable attention by researchers and recent surveys reveal that the majority of 
decision-makers embrace social responsibility values. Harris and Klepper concluded that 
corporate giving is required for the long-term survival and success of businesses. “By 
virtue of its role as a producer of products, employer of people, and generator of funds, 
corporation has a capacity to provide benefits for the public good on a large and 
pervasive scale. Accordingly, the corporation should utilize its resources to respond to 
the challenge to improve our society.” (1976, p.17-18)  The survey conducted by White 
and Bartolomeo (1982) found that companies believed that they should help the needy in 
their communities to improve the community they operate in as this will in the long run 
help them in their businesses.   
The Daniel Yankelovich Group (1988) study yielded similar results. They found 
that an overwhelming majority of CEOs are firm in their resolve to continue corporate 
giving programmes.  They are motivated by personal principles, a sense of ethics and 
company tradition and in order to sustain strong giving programmes, they will need to 
find better ways to align corporate interest and societal needs. Scott and Rothman study 
of 12 American firms with extraordinary records of philanthropic support and 
profitability, showed company like Ben and Jerry’s Ice Cream, whose strong 
commitment to the community, its workers, and a wide array of social causes contributes 
to its profitability.  They argued that these companies early commitment to quality and 
social responsibility made them more profitable and philanthropic than others: 
“ ..these companies have made related decisions that had a negative impact on 
their bottom lines in the short-term.  But the enduring nature of these businesses and the 




fact that every one of their products and services remains heavily in demand in an almost 
cultlike fashion, show that their long-term vision was correct.” (1992, p.209).  
In the Wider Research Centre 2002 Minnesota survey, business representatives 
were asked to identify, in their own words, the most important reasons behind their 
charitable giving. The motivations identified were grouped into five categories, namely, 
productivity (profit, recruitment, retention etc), altruism (give back to community, 
corporate responsibility), stakeholder interests, political reasons and community 
expectations (business peers, customers and community.  Of the five clusters, it is 
obvious that four were related to business objectives.  This is further supported by the 
Kania and Oakley (2003) study on corporate giving which identified community 
obligation, reputation and relationship building as the three key motivational clusters in 
corporate philanthropy. All these strongly suggest that corporate philanthropy is driven 
by a sense of duty to the community in which the company operates, its alignment and 
contribution to the company’s  external and internal image and lastly, to improve the 
company’s business while creating social values.   
 When the Singapore CEOs were asked to list three key characteristics that 
influenced their giving, majority of them responded with level of neediness of recipients, 
services provided by the charities, and how their donations are used to help the needy.  
The most compelling factor is being sure that the money they donated is well spent by the 
charities.  Other factors like maximizing returns and opportunities for public relations 
were also mentioned.  
Based on the interviews with CEOs, altruism seems more of “giving from the 
heart” rather than fulfilling corporate social responsibility.  This was deduced as several 




CEOs mentioned their personal involvement and the emotional satisfaction they got from 
these personal experiences and connectivity to the causes they are supporting.  Studies by 
the Russell Sage Foundation (1984) and Ostrower (1995) have confirmed that personal 
involvement with the beneficiaries would encourage more giving to take place.  
Therefore, charities in presenting their causes to Singapore CEOs have to focus 
more on the causes they are supporting and how their gifts will make a difference in 
recipients’ lives; thereby giving them the emotional satisfaction in helping the needy.  
They should also focus on “Guangxi giving” as several of the CEOs interviewed 
mentioned that their involvement with charity started when their friends asked them to do 
so and they did it more as a personal obligation rather than calling for community service. 
Anticipated Future Trend of Giving By Companies. When asked about the 
likelihood of being more involved with corporate philanthropy, majority of the CEOs 
expressed that they are already very involved.  Interestingly, quite a number of CEOs 
reflected this question on a personal level based on their personal values rather than 
whether they have time for charity.  As one of them shared: 
“ This question is very personal, got to do with my own faith and belief and I do 
accept responsibility to society and community, want to sustain but to increase is a 
question mark, need to look at the internal and external motivation to increase …”  
To the question as to whether do they see corporate philanthropy growing in the next five 
years; almost all the CEOs interviewed gave a positive picture.   
 “I think so. There is already this awareness out there and doing good is to collect 
merit, part of the evolution of middle class life.  Companies in Singapore, by and large 




are more profitable too.  Singaporeans can be persuaded to give but they want to know 
who to give, how the money is spent and be more informed”. 
“I will say yes to increase in dollars and cents but no to involving the heart and 
building a culture of giving.”  
“Certainly, I think more organizations are taking a more serious view about 
corporate social responsibility nowadays.  This will help to propagate corporate 
philanthropy.” 
Out of the 50 companies, only 6% anticipated a decrease in their donations to 
charities.  Respondents from both surveys commented that corporate giving would either 
be the same or on the rise, regardless of the economic conditions in Singapore.  This was 
due to the fact that there was more awareness among corporations about corporate social 
responsibility in recent years.  Another factor could be that the corporate donations to 
charities are only a very small percentage of the companies’ profits and giving to not-for-
profits, as discussed earlier. 
However, Gerard Ee, the President of NCSS added that while corporate 
philanthropy would grow in the next five years, it must be packaged in such a way with 
role models and benefits of ‘giving’ as part of its core values.  Corporations are very 
concerned with benefits and returns for them and charities have to address these issues in 
their fund-raising efforts.  This sentiment on how charities should package and market 
themselves effectively to their donors is also shared by majority of interviewees; as a 
necessary measure to increase corporate philanthropy over the years. Some of the 
recommendations for more donor-centered approaches include, consistently connecting 
donors to beneficiaries, highlighting the returns of investment for corporate donors, and 




encouraging corporations to launch various projects which carry their brand names.  This 
form of cause-related marketing can be appealing as it highlights the profile of 
sponsoring company.  
As corporations and nonprofits are encouraged to achieve a “win-win” or strategic 
approach to use corporate resources in a way that can enhance the business performance 
and help the charities simultaneously; social scientists and nonprofit advocates have 
began voicing concern about some likely and unanticipated adverse impacts that the 
strategic approach may entail for nonprofits and communities.  Murray suggested that if 
corporations increasingly support only nonprofits that are linked somehow to their 
business goals, “many important and necessary charitable organizations may be 
overlooked.” (1991, p. 28). This concern can be addressed effectively if nonprofits 
understand what the corporate programmes hope to achieve, and creatively try to offer 
ways that they address the goals of their potential donors and still achieve their goals.  In 
case of conflict of interest in the process of achieving common overall goals, nonprofits 
can show how the results will be perceived by the consumers of these corporate-nonprofit 
partnerships and the larger community.  In balance then, strategic approach will revive 
corporate social involvement and can be a sustainable and effective force in addressing 
social problems and community needs by addressing the needs of the corporation. 
Towards this end, the NVPC is setting up a Corporate Givers’ Network to be a 
platform for corporate donors to share ideas and best practices on how they can do a 
better job of giving.  Willie Cheng, the Chairman of NVPC, also mentioned that the 
biggest challenge that NVPC is facing is about changing the mindset of corporations.  
Companies here may just focus on profits and not on shareholders’ value.  It is unlike in 




the United States that companies can focus on shareholders’ value and yet played their 
part in corporate philanthropy.  Ms Tan Chee Koon, the Executive Director of NVPC on 
the other hand, shared that her role will be more of championing corporate philanthropy 
and asking companies to do their parts.  She will also see herself providing consultations 
to corporations.       
Increasing Corporate Philanthropy In Singapore. Based on the above findings and 
discussion, it is obvious that increasing the momentum of corporate philanthropy in 
Singapore requires closer alignment between the actions of charities and that of policy 
makers.  As charities gain more visibility in fund-raising, corporate donors expect them 
to be more transparent in how they managed and used their funds to help their clients.  In 
a poll conducted by The Business Times (2002) on the transparency of charity finance, 
75% of the respondents said that they will be interested in knowing how charities spend 
the money that they donated and 86% said they would like charities to make their 
financial information easily available online. Transparency in spending is also essential to 
the CEOs interviewed as reflected in the following quotations: 
“Charities have to be more transparent. Besides having definite programmes, 
CEOs needs to know how these programmes are successful in helping people so that we 
know our money is well spent” 
“Charities to disclose the use of money and to maximize the money they 
collected.” 
“It is time charities need to reinvent themselves.  They need to hire professionals, 
and do marketing to make themselves sustainable. Social entrepreneurship - a new name 
and a new business opportunity. Make it something to be proud about, make CEOs see 




corporate social responsibility rather than just corporate philanthropy.  Charities cannot 
rely on government; they have to turn into a new brand of social service.  Like NKF, they 
know how to professionalize, their value statement and portrayed their cause very well.” 
 All the CEOs interviewed commented that they are receiving too many charitable 
appeals. They felt that charities need to distinguish themselves and be more professional 
in their fund-raising efforts. This view is aptly summed up by Swainson (1987) that in 
order to sell your organization to the public, charities must really market as you would for 
any other product.    
To him, successful marketing entails advertising, publicity and public relations in 
order to stay competitive. Charities have to be more dynamic, impressive and 
professional. There are 1,600 charities in Singapore and there is a need for them to 
differentiate themselves. These points were substantiated by Murray (1991) as he said 
that charities need to think of what tactics they should adopt to obtain donations.  No 
charitable organization should approach the entire corporate sector, they should find a 
segment in which there is a greater chance of a match between what the charitable 
organization does and the needs and values that company donation programmes are 
trying to satisfy. 
The stakeholders who were interviewed had shared similar views. Firstly, they 
felt that charities need to know what motivates corporations to give.  All corporations 
have their own products, services and CEOs personal values or corporate core values 
which the charities can tap on or align to.  To further sustain the CEOs’ commitment to 
charitable giving, charities need to continuously maintain their connectivity with donors. 
As Murray (1991) suggested, donors would like to know charities’ success in meeting 




their objectives. Therefore, the more charities could highlight their success, the better 
their chances were. Besides statistics, charities need to bring their organizations into 
focus and that is why many successful organizations had found it useful to produce 
videos and printed materials presented in a colorful and personalized style. The 
professionalism in marketing their causes to corporations is also essential to “strategic 
philanthropy” whereby charitable fund-raising strategies have to consider how to align 
itself to their corporate donors’ business objectives. As stated in The Business Times 
(2002): 
  “Charities and VWOs can’t count on random – not quite sporadic – acts of 
corporate generosity.  Not in this day of growing competition for the use of funds”.  (The 
Business Times, February 2nd 2002). 
Charities should be more proactive and innovative in soliciting support and they 
need to have a good understanding of the profile and donors’ behaviors of the 
corporations and CEOs they are approaching.  The CEO’s cultural orientation has to be 
appreciated. Asian CEOs can be persuaded by their heartstrings and ‘guangxi giving” 
whilst Western CEOs can be urged by strategic giving which add value to their 
businesses.  
  Majority of the CEOS interviewed felt that the culture of giving should be 
inculcated from a young age and this is essential to the development of corporate 
philanthropy in Singapore. Some of their views are as follows:  
“I do not think it is about policy, it is not an administrative thing.  From young, 
people need to be aware that there are people who need help out there…Cultivation of 
awareness of doing things for the society, being exposed to real life out there. The ½ 




percent club would not work, as there was no connection, no individual freedom. We 
must inculcate the values to give” 
“How do we educate our young, our future leaders to feel that way that is, 
cultivating the act of giving into the value system? So that they run the companies with 
the kind of values they have been brought up with”  
“This is a cultural thing, like the United States is very into charity and community 
funding.  One needs to induct into our companies into giving back to the society what 
they have taken” 
“Government giving double tax redemption is a bonus for corporations.  However, 
doing charity, one should not ask for returns.  The need for education, maybe introduce 
home visiting in schools instead of just doing community services”  
It was observed from the answers given by the CEOs that giving should be and is 
driven by intrinsic rather than external factors.  Giving is a culture and personal value to 
them, despite the great emphasis on strategic and cause-related giving by researches.  
Though tax exemption is ranked as the ninth key motivator in corporate giving, its impact 
on the rise of corporate philanthropy needs to be examined further. While our local study 
and interviews of CEOs highlighted that decision- makers were not concerned about tax 
incentives given by government, and it had no impact on their decision to give, Murray, 
in his 1991 study, commented that not many decision-makers will openly admit that their 
donation is influenced by government tax exemption. The government of Singapore has 
provided double tax-exemption relief for donations to charities, and in certain instances 
even matched one to two times the donations given by individuals and corporations. The 
total amount contributed by the government is significant and the whole positioning of 




financial incentives and its returns on investment should be further studied to see if tax 
exemption has any significant impact on corporate giving.   
6.2   Summary 
The analysis of this study is to provide more insight to both charities and policy 
makers on the CEOs and key stakeholders’ perceptions and expectations on corporate 
giving.  While there are several researches and quantitative studies on factors influencing 
corporate giving, there are indeed limited local researches on key decision-makers’ 
motivations and personal values on corporate philanthropy.   
While the analysis from this CEO study is qualitative and directional, an in-depth 
study on the CEOs’ perceptions, expectations and motivations on corporate giving will 
provide very useful insights for charities on how to approach corporate donors to support 
their causes and the roles of policy makers in enhancing corporate philanthropy in 
Singapore.  It is clear from this small sample study of CEOs that the top five factors that 
influenced giving are the quality of charity making the requests, giving back to 
community that we make a living from, personal values of the CEO, public relations and 
the condition of the business.  It is also important to look into what each of this factor 
means to the different CEOs. Consistently, personal experiences with the charities and 
their own life experiences are important factors in engaging CEOs in corporate giving. 
According to Murray (1991), charities must do whatever that will cause prospective 
donor to perceive a connection between them.  In order to form that connection, charities 
have to identify channels and means to engage key decision-makers in their work and 
causes. They also need to develop their reputations as worthy organizations with clear 
missions, and the effectiveness in achieving their missions. They should be able to 




identify and demonstrate what it is that they add and how it benefits service users. Other 
qualities that charities can add include innovative approaches to meeting need, flexible 
solutions and services, a focus on client needs, and involving users in designing services. 
These qualities are critical in demonstrating to their donors that they are putting their 
donations to good use, and maximizing their resources to help the needy.  
Charities also need to pay attention on the issue of transparency which had been 
brought up consistently by the CEOs.  Charities need to take greater responsibility and 
accountability in informing donors on the way they spend donations, and the benefits 
derived by beneficiaries. Transparency should not be confused with public disclosure 
offinancial positions of charities as the latter is only a small step in being accountable to 
donors and keeping them informed how funds have been spent.  Donors are more 
interested in having a clear understanding of what the charities are doing to further their 
causes of helping the needy and how their funds are being used towards that end.  This 
was clearly demonstrated in the public debate over the National Kidney Foundation lack 
of disclosure on the huge salary, bonuses and perks paid to its CEO. The public outrage 
was over the secrecy of the executive’s pay rather than his job performance, as his pay 
was funded by public donations.  The issue tapped into strongly held beliefs about 
secrecy vs. privacy, and expectations of self-sacrifice and benevolence in the nonprofit 
world vs. a culture of generous rewards for performance in the business world.  
Likewise, with the recent emphasis on innovation and building of social 
enterprises by both government and leading NGOs, charities should also consider how 
new services and projects can be forged in partnership with corporations. If these projects 
and new services are articulated effectively, it will be an excellent selling point for 




charities and increase the momentum of corporate philanthropy in Singapore, and 
possibly, set a new direction of social investment by charities and corporations.  One key 
factor that social enterprises advocates have to consider as they more self-reliant through 
their earned income, is that stakeholders and general public may become increasingly 
ambivalent about the success of the commercial activities outstripping the core social 
purpose activities.  This maybe seen as unfair, but, according to Phills and Chang, this  
tension is inherent in the fundamental economics of the nonprofit sector: 
“As long as nonprofit organizations rely on both contributions and earned income 
(especially from unrelated commercial activities) there will be divergent perceptions 
about the appropriate balance between those sources.” (2005, p. 10).  
For social enterprises to work, it has to be managed properly so that it can 
generate funds to offer more and better services and benefits, consistent with the 
organisation’s purposes. Besides generating income, other benefits of social enterprises 
include attracting new skills and talents to the organization, encouraging system 
improvements getting everyone thinking differently, seeing programmes and services that 
are not involved in earned income activities in a different light. Some of these strengths 
can also sometimes be regarded as negative impacts of social enterprises. For example, 
social ventures are often perceived as adding stress to already-overworked staff and often 
lead to staff turnover. Those who are especially protective of the nonprofit sector’s 
charitable mission will always feel that if a venture is profitable, it should be done in that 
sector rather than by nonprofits.  Overall, the managing of the mindset of nonprofits’ 
executives and waiting for the profitability and other benefits of social enterprises to 
come to fruition are major obstacles to social enterprise development. In an examination 




of social enterprises activities undertaken by  50 international corporations, with a 
combined total world sales of US$1.8 trillions  and employed more than 5.3 million 
people, and an in-depth analysis of 8 major alliances including interviews with 16 
nonprofits;  London and Rondinelli found that the success of social enterprises involving 
partnerships with corporations are dependent upon: 
” … the ability of both nonprofits and corporate partners to recognize and balance 
potential tensions that can arise during the process of designing and implementing 
alliances, tension between teaching and learning, partner control and independence, 
achieving short-term success and maximizing long-term impact, and measuring success 
in different ways.”  (2003, p. 9).  
In the area of using national policies to promote corporate philanthropy, majority 
of the CEOs felt that giving is a value that needs to be inculcated since young, and 
nurtured over the years to develop a caring and sharing culture. Hence, it seems that the 
best place to start is with our education system.  The introduction of community services 
in schools by the Ministry of Education is a good step forward. The issue on how 
voluntary organizations and NVPC can leverage on this opportunity to further instill the 
values of caring and sharing in school children should be researched further. Researches 
should focus on how corporations can be tapped to initiate and sponsor innovative and 
social enterprise projects in schools and use that process to impart the values of caring, 
sharing, integrity and innovation. The schools can capitalize on these efforts to build and 
nurture the spirit of volunteerism, innovation and enterprise among our young people. 
There are several current projects which are initiated by corporations such as Citibank 




and Creative Technology, which are useful models for emulation and further research 
into.  
CEOs interviewed also suggested that whatever policies the government 
introduced, it must be made more widely known to the relevant sectors and consistently 
publicized, such as the double tax exemption benefit for donations to charities. The 
general feeling is that as corporate philanthropy is still at its growing stage in Singapore, 
there is definitely a need for more government support and interventions. However, the 
interventions should be considered carefully so as not to “hinder” the voluntarism of 
corporate support and initiatives.  
Overall, this study on CEOs and stakeholders had shed very positive light in the 
area of corporate philanthropy in Singapore. Almost all those who were interviewed 
anticipated an increasing trend in the next five years. They had all shared the views that 
currently, there is already an increase in awareness by companies and it is now the 
charities’ role to tap on the available resources. Another encouraging finding is, of course, 
the fact that the NVPC has very concrete plans in developing corporate philanthropy in 
Singapore. It is through this holistic approach in reaching out to corporate donors, 
charities, and stakeholders that corporate philanthropy can continue to grow in the years 
to come.   




Chapter 7: Implications and Recommendations for Policy and Practice 
Introduction 
Globally, there is growing interest in corporate philanthropy as a form of social 
involvement, though it varies widely in different social, political and national contexts.  
While the practice of corporate philanthropy has long been prevalent in the United States, 
it is only emerging in Singapore.  Thus, researching corporate philanthropy in Singapore 
has several benefits though it poses a great challenge to data collection and analysis.  In 
fact, this study is a pioneer attempt to examine the trend of corporate philanthropy and 
the motivation behind corporate giving in Singapore.  
Through this study, the researcher is able to examine the Singapore experience in 
the light of development of corporate philanthropy overseas. It also deepens our 
understanding of the various critical links between corporate practices and the national 
social-cultural environment and personalities of key decision makers. Finally, this study 
provides an opportunity to enrich our theoretical base on corporate philanthropy, which is 
still in its infancy. More importantly, a deeper understanding of local corporate giving 
will have important implications for policy makers, corporations and charity 
organizations as the society has to harness corporate resources to meet with the 
increasingly complex social needs and problems.  
In this chapter, the researcher will discuss the study’s significant findings and its 
implications on future trend and growth of corporate philanthropy. Recommendations 
will be made to persuade policy makers, corporate decision-makers, charities and future 
researchers to consider ways to further the cause and growth of corporate philanthropy in 
Singapore. 




7.1  Summary of Findings 
This section attempts to outline the key findings from the survey of the 50 
companies and interviews of the 13 decision makers: 
• Profit is positively and significantly correlated with corporate giving. However, 
there is no positive correlation between profitability and the levels of 
contributions. 
•  Corporations do not view tax incentive and being asked to contribute by the 
government as important motivations behind giving. 
• Corporations that have a Public Relation/Corporate Affairs Department to handle 
contribution are more likely to contribute to charities. 
• The larger corporations are more likely to view corporate philanthropy as a 
strategic investment and forum for public relations. 
• Corporate donations in Singapore tend to be geared more towards community 
organizations, sponsorship of national projects and education, than to charities. 
• For most of the corporations, the decision-making and contribution function of 
corporation giving rested in the hands of the Senior Management which 
comprised of the Chairman, CEOs and Management. 
• Most corporations have no written procedures on contribution and they tend to 
give on an ad hoc basis. 
• The three major motivators of corporate philanthropy are quality of charity 
making request, giving back to the community and personal values of the 
Chairman/CEOs. 




• For the Chairman/CEOs, the three strongest motivations of corporate giving are 
altruism, strategic giving and relationship with fundraisers and stakeholders. 
• Corporations are more likely to give to charities which are more transparent in the 
way they handle donations, and how funds are used to help the needy.  
• There is also a call from corporations for charities to be more professional and 
creative in fund-raising.  
• There is a shared culture of corporate giving- a common set of assumptions about 
how much corporations should give, to whom, and though what kind of 
procedures- which shapes the giving practices of individual corporations.  This is 
demonstrated by the similarities of responses that the fifty companies and the 
CEOs interviewed on the motivations to corporate giving and trends in corporate 
giving.  Similar results were shown in American studies which concluded that 
inter-corporate ties tend to create a degree of uniformity in corporate giving 
(Useem and Kutner, 1986; Useem, 1991; Galaskiewicz and Burt, 1991). 
7.2  Trends of Corporate Giving 
 Increasingly, corporate giving has been seen and taken as a tool for business 
function, as described by Zetlin (1990). Corporate philanthropy is now required to 
demonstrate how it can value add to the business strategies while still advocating social 
causes. This is substantiated by many studies (Harris & Klepper, 1976; White & 
Bartolomeo, 1982).   
Contrary to these studies, the Singapore survey had shown that investment 
purposes had the least impact in the motivating decision-makers’ contributions to 
charities.  However, in-depth interviews with the decision-makers revealed that besides 




altruism and commitment to causes, investment purpose is a strong consideration in their 
giving. This trend is especially prevalent among younger CEOs as they expected 
corporate giving to contribute to the corporate image, if not towards profit maximization. 
 Although strategic investment is gaining its place with the younger CEOs, 
altruism still remains as the key motivator when it comes to corporate giving in 
Singapore. As mentioned by studies of Russell Sage Foundation (1984) and Ostrower 
(1995), involvement with the beneficiaries led to a greater sense of involvement and in 
turn promotes giving. The Singapore study supported this finding. Many decision-makers 
had reported that their giving was started through personal obligations but their 
involvement with the charities is the key factor that accounted for their continued active 
participation in philanthropic activities. However, there are some variations in the 
expectations and perceptions of giving to charitable causes. Studies have shown that in 
the United States giving to a cause leads to a concern for how that cause has been 
advanced to one’s giving whereas in the Asian culture, concerns on who and how the 
beneficiaries have been helped through one’s contribution is more important. In other 
words, “there appears to be a tendency among donors to have an increased sense of 
satisfaction when they are able to see and sympathize with the beneficiaries of their 
giving, as well as to share in the joys and sorrows of their difficulties, struggles and 
aspirations.” (Japan’s “Culture of Giving” and Nonprofit Organizations, 2003)  
  Corporate giving in Singapore has been on the rise, and this is despite factors like 
the economic crisis and SARS. People still continue to give more regardless of the bad 
times and this is encouraging as it shows that altruism overrides economic conditions 
when it comes to motivation for giving. Overall, majority of the respondents indicated 




that their contribution to charity will either remained the same or increase in the next few 
years.   
The Singapore study also found that corporations contribute more to community 
organizations and educational institutions, followed by welfare organizations respectively. 
Based on breakdown of funding of community organizations, sponsorship of arts and 
cultural activities were identified as major beneficiaries. It is anticipated that the funding 
of arts and civic projects will increase significantly as Singapore moves towards being a 
more gracious and cultural society. Hence, contributing to the arts has and will continue 
to carry a higher publicity profile. A corporation is likely to get more press coverage from 
sponsoring a major art exhibition at a major gallery than from its annual contribution to a 
welfare programme, not to mention access to political, media, educational and cultural 
elites who attend the galas connected to such major art exhibition.  
Similarly, contributions to education will continue to increase, as businesses have 
a stake in education, especially higher education, because of the need for scientific 
research and highly trained workers; besides the direct benefits of ensuring high quality 
education for their own children. C.C. Gavin, Jr., Chairman of Exxon Corporation, 
pointed out that higher education was Exxon’s most important philanthropic priority as 
they viewed it as a capital investment (White and Bartolomeo, 1987) 
It has become very clear that charities seeking corporate support will have to 
become increasingly more sophisticated and creative in their marketing and fund-raising 
efforts. They not only have to manage the increased competition for funds posed by other 
nonprofit sectors, they have to be more responsive to corporations which are beginning to 
take a much closer look at their philanthropic operations and its contributions to the well-




being of the beneficiaries. Clearly, it is no longer sufficient for a charity simply to 
represent a “worthwhile cause.”  They must be highly professional in their fund-raising 
programmes, and they must also convince CEOs that their corporate contributions will be 
professionally managed by the charities.     
 Cash is still the most common form of contribution in the Singapore study.  
Studies from US, UK and Australia had yielded similar results.  Besides donations from 
companies, employees’ donations through the payroll is gaining greater acceptance by 
corporations. When it comes to volunteerism, it was found that there was little 
volunteering of services by corporations in Singapore. Although more companies are 
encouraging employee volunteerism, the number still remains fairly low as compared to 
countries like US and Australia. Most management and employee involvement in 
volunteering are on an ad hoc basis.  Despite the setting up of the National Volunteer and 
Philanthropy Centre, the level of corporate volunteering remains low.  More publicity is 
definitely needed to push this. As there is no way to force private firms to take part in 
corporate philanthropy, civil service can take the first step (of being the role model) to 
embrace corporate philanthropy; such as allowing time-off for staff to do volunteer work. 
As mentioned in the previous chapters, and shown in several studies, there are 
mixed motives behind corporate giving. Based on the four models of corporate 
philanthropy as discussed in earlier chapters, the findings seemed to imply that most 
corporations here take on the Altruistic Model and Profit-maximizing Model when it 
comes to giving. Contributions are seen as a marketing strategy and this is shown in the 
interviews with Singapore CEOs where investment purposes ranked second as motivation 
for giving, right after altruism. This model is in support of the new paradigm that 




corporate philanthropy must prove itself as another business function within the corporate 
setting. 
 It is also important to note that despite all the motivations brought up by the 
decision makers, the relationship factor still remain an important issue in local context. 
Besides the quality of the charities and the amount of marketing that the charities do to 
prove themselves, forming a good relationship with the donors is still a must in order to 
sustain long-term giving. Therefore, the Relationship Fundraising as proposed by Burnett 
(2002) might even work better in Singapore since it has been proven that ‘guangxi’ 
giving is an element here. Burnett predicted that in the long run, relationship fundraising 
would become increasingly important and sustaining. This is a method of adopting 
sophisticated marketing techniques and at the same time, not forgetting the relationship 
element where people matter most. He states that the traditional approaches to 
fundraising are not enough to attract and retain present-day donors who expect certain 
considerations from the charities they might support. In addition, customary practices of 
product marketing can be inappropriate and counterproductive in building long-term 
loyalty. He further argues that personalization, appreciation, and paying attention to 
donors improves fundraising and, ultimately, the strength of organizations.  
Besides strengthening the relationship and connectivity between donors and 
beneficiaries, charities must also define its financial needs and fund-raising goals to guide 
corporate donors in their giving. Currently, most local corporations give on an ad-hoc 
basis rather than plan its giving.  Dorhan Thomas, President of Foremost-Mckesson, USA 
(1982), identified that the ‘’missing ingredient” that caused businesses to come up short 




in their charitable giving, is “very simply – a goal. No one really knows how much 
corporations in particular, or business in general, should be targeting.”   
Towards this end, Weeden (1998) suggested the concept of corporate social 
investing which sets a clear, fair and attainable goal for every profit-making company in 
America. The key objective is to make a company more profitable by establishing, 
creative, productive relationships with nonprofit and public organizations. This would 
enable companies to justify their investment as it helps them to realize as much business 
value as is allowable and practical. He further advocated that the concept of corporate 
social investing will encourage businesses to be more open about their contributions to 
nonprofit organizations.  Weeden (1998) presented a ten-step model for corporations to 
use to demonstrate how their contributions enhance the value of corporations as well as 
benefits to society.  This will enable businesses to account to their different stakeholders 
their commitments to the charities without having to worry how to position their 
contributions to charitable purposes. Likewise, instead of relying on handouts and 
goodwill, nonprofits can work with businesses to construct mutually rewarding 
programmes and projects.  While the concept is laudable and very attractive, it will not be 
an easy transition for companies and nonprofits. It requires innovative approaches to 
fund-raising and social investment, and monitoring and tracking of returns, which require 
commitment and paradigm shift from settling of “corporate leftover wealth” to forging of 
powerful corporate partnerships. However, in the long run, the pursuit of corporate social 
investing will result in what David Rockefeller aptly summed up the New York 
Economic Club in 1996:  




 “The fact is that the implementation of well-conceived corporate responsibility 
turns out to be good business.  It makes for good friends and good customers.  There is 
nothing inconsistent about being socially responsible on the one hand and doing what is 
right for the shareholders on the other.” (Rockfeller, September 12th 1996).  
7.3  Implications for Charities 
The analysis from this study had also held important implications for the practice 
of charities in seeking corporate support. 
The most important finding is that charities need to understand the motives behind 
corporate giving (Sheldon, 2000; Mixer, 1993; Edwards, Benefield & Yankey, 1997). 
Abell (1978) emphasized that an organization must constantly monitor its environment 
for “market evolution” and seeks to develop a “strategic fit” between the market’s 
success requirements and the organization’s distinctive competencies. These concepts are 
especially pertinent today for charities’ fund-raisers, who must adapt to changing 
environmental forces on the corporate donor market and, more specifically, to understand 
the attitudes and motivations of CEOs regarding corporate philanthropy.     
  Charities need to customize their approaches to appeal to CEOs’ motivations and 
structure their fundraising programmes to align to their business structures.  An approach 
to an individual family business may be based simply on the fact that the cause being 
canvassed is worthwhile and is deserving of support. But when appealing to a public 
company or MNCs, this is insufficient.  What must also be demonstrated is how support 
for the cause, how the discharge of the corporation’s social responsibilities, can 
contribute to enhancing its image as a good corporate citizen and hence maximize 
shareholder returns.  It is also noteworthy that in the Singapore studies and other studies, 




a number of public companies are keen to involve their employees’ decision-making and 
participation in philanthropic giving, through setting up of welfare committees and 
participation in payroll contribution programmes.   The emphasis is not so much on the 
relevance of the causes that are the objects of the philanthropy, but rather on the positive 
contribution it can make to the commitment and the morale of the employees, which is 
likely to produce a real benefit to the bottom line. 
Overall, all the CEOs interviewed agreed that charities ought to be more 
professional in their fundraising efforts and focus on connecting the donors to the 
beneficiaries and causes that they are supporting. Fundraising should be seen and treated 
seriously and requires planning. Charities need to market and align their services to the 
values and mission of the corporations. In this way, corporations will begin to see 
charities as their business partners; and this is particularly important as large and public 
companies are moving towards strategic giving. Based on the findings from this study, 
corporations that have Public Relation/ Corporate Affairs Department are more likely to 
give to charities. So aligning charitable causes to corporate goals will be a trend towards 
increased corporate giving. 
 Since local decision makers are strongly motivated by altruism and the types of 
causes that they support, there is a strong need for charities to develop a personal case 
statement based on heartstrings for fund-raising purposes. Local small and medium 
enterprises have the potential to contribute more and charities should take steps to reach 
them out in a more personalized way to sell their projects and causes. According to 
Edwards et al (1997), a case statement documents the needs of the organization and the 
reasons the organization should be supported.  Seymour (1988), a pioneer in fundraising 




states that a case statement should warm the heart and stir the mind by aiming high, 
providing perspective to arouse a sense of history and continuity, and finally conveying a 
feeling of importance, relevance and urgency.  
The above elements are important as giving is an emotion-laden appeal and 
feelings should not be ignored. Donors want to feel confident that their money will be 
used and invested wisely and at the same time, be assured of the charity’s credibility and 
long-term stability.  
   Corporations are very concerned with the issues of transparency. Charities must 
be accountable and responsible in releasing the relevant information to the donors. This 
will include the way in which they manage and use the donations and how the donations 
are going to help the intended beneficiaries. 
7.4  Implications for Policy Makers 
The Singapore government had stressed many times that Singapore is not a 
welfare state. Therefore, individuals and organizations had to constantly strive towards 
being “self-reliant”, and non-profit organizations are without exception. Besides 
government subsidies, charities have been looking for donations and sponsorships to help 
them function better.  Donations, especially from corporations and foundations are 
critical to the fiscal health of non-profits, though reports showed that individual donations 
tend to be higher than that of corporate donations. However, companies have the 
propensity to give more in terms of absolute dollars, resources and sustain its giving over 
a longer period than individuals. Hence, there is a need to harness corporations’ support 
for charitable causes.  




Although Singapore government has been playing their role in promoting 
corporate philanthropy by giving tax incentives to companies who give; studies from 
around the world, including Singapore, had concluded that tax incentive is not a strong 
motivator for corporations. According to some CEOs who were interviewed in this study, 
one of the reasons of the lack of appeal of tax incentive was that many corporations are 
ignorant of the tax redemption schemes. If that is the case, it may be helpful if policy 
makers can channel more effort in creating awareness among the corporations on the 
available schemes. 
However, giving more tax incentives may not lead to increased giving as shown 
in the study by Arulampalan and Stoneman (1995), whereby lower tax rates lead to lower 
donations. Hence the trend for lower taxes in the United Kingdom necessitates other 
initiatives to maintain charitable donations. Likewise, the elasticity of giving with respect 
to firm’s profits is less than unilateral.  This suggests that as income is redistributed 
towards profits, charitable donations will not increase proportionately. The researchers 
suggested that a policy of “moral persuasion” towards highly profitable companies is 
required and since companies’ donations are determined largely by key decision makers; 
they suggested that a main policy stance must be to change the “culture” of companies by 
persuading CEOs to set aside funds for charities so that they more readily accept a 
philosophy of charitable donations.  
However, most decision makers interviewed in our study, felt that giving should 
come from intrinsic rather than extrinsic motivations. In order to cultivate a gracious and 
giving society, corporations should give because they want to contribute to the 
community and not because they want something in return. Therefore, the culture and 




value of giving should be inculcated in our future leaders. The education system can play 
a vital role in teaching these values to the young.  This may be done by re-looking at the 
Civic and Moral Education and Community Involvement Programme (CIP) in the 
schools to assess if they are effective in cultivating the spirit of giving in the children and 
youth involved. 
7.5 Implications for Future Research 
   This study had aimed to look into the motivations behind corporate giving as it is 
believed that by knowing what motivates giving, nonprofit organizations and charities, 
can tap corporate funds and resources more effectively and efficiently. Much emphasis 
was placed on the personal values of the decision-makers as it was found that personal 
values ranked high in all studies as the key motivator of charitable giving. No doubt, this 
is a pioneering study of key directions that charities and policy makers should focus on  
the development of corporate philanthropy.   
This research also highlights some essential issues which will be very useful for 
further consideration to promote corporate philanthropy in Singapore. They are: 
• A more in-depth understanding on what core values drive corporate philanthropy 
and how these values can be nurtured on an organization-wide basis.  To what 
extent can these values be sustained in an increasingly competitive business 
climate of today’s global economy? 
• As competition for funding intensifies, corporate decision-makers need to know a 
lot more about why and how corporate philanthropy is undertaken, its returns on 
investment, where it fits into the larger strategic decisions of corporations, and 




what its significance is in the greater political economy in which businesses have 
to operate from. 
• Why do some corporations give while others do not? Why do some corporations, 
active in philanthropy, give more than others? Are such differences explained 
simply by objective factors such as profitability, “guangxi giving”, size of 
companies, types of industry, and quality of charity making appeals?  Are there 
other factors, besides CEOs’ motivations in giving, that affect the relationship 
between economic reality and the propensity to give? According to what 
paradigm do non-givers operate, and can that thinking be influenced through 
processes of education or research to turn non-givers into givers? 
• Besides the personal experiences of CEOs and their connectivity to causes, are 
there other motivators, such as gender, age, their spouses’ or family’s influences, 
and orientation towards life, that influence their giving patterns and volunteering?   
• How can we embed and stabilize corporate giving programmes to maximize the 
returns of efforts in fund-raising such as payroll contribution, foundation giving, 
and the culture of giving and sharing? 
Several American studies have shown that there are positive correlations between 
increase in interest group pressure and measure of contributions. Contributions in 
constant dollars is an increase in negative public opinion; which provides some evidence 
that change in corporate contributions may be linked to external pressures. In the 
Singapore context, will increasing interest group pressure and negative public opinion 
lead to increase in corporate contributions? This will be an interesting area for future 
research as we become a more consumer and service-oriented society.  




The cost benefits of fundraising have not been fully explored. To convince 
corporations to support charities, it will be useful to learn how charities can reduce fund 
raising cost. Donors are very conscious of efforts done to stretch the dollar raised. 
Another topic worthy of further study is that of charity’s images and the impact of 
using of high profile media to support their images, such as television shows, etc. Based 
on the CEOs’ interviews and trends of giving by the 50 Singapore companies, there 
seems to be a top of the mind recall of charities based on its visibility, but not on selected 
image attributes and corporate gift support. Further studies into the important attributes or 
underlying factors which influence giving are essential to the development of charities 
effective marketing plans and strategies. 
The above review provides an agenda for future research on corporate giving in 
Singapore.  Some of these questions are vital to public policy.  But the essence of success 
rests on the ability of the nonprofits to provide needed services and on the willingness of 
the private sector to donate resources to fund these services.  Future researches can play 
an important role in helping to evaluate the desirability of redefining the respective roles 
of government, nonprofit organizations and corporations in the supply of collective goods 
to help the needy and build the community. 
7.6  Summary 
 Through the research findings, literature reviews, and in-depth interviews with 
CEOs and key decision-makers, the researcher concludes that there are some common 
ways of thinking about corporate philanthropy though there are few answers as to why 
corporations engage in giving or volunteering.  Hence, it is challenging to provide any 
specific information on effective strategies of giving or models of fund-raising.  However, 




this research provides and confirms some key findings on corporate philanthropy in 
Singapore, as discussed above, which have legitimacy and utility for corporate affairs 
managers, fund-raisers, policy makers, and researchers in the implementation of 
corporate giving and directions for further researches into corporate philanthropy.  
Based on the information collected and above discussions, the search for a single 
or most effective means of corporate philanthropy, is much less important than making 
maximum use of the opportunities that we currently have to advance the practice of 
corporate giving in Singapore. While it is still emerging in Singapore, there is strong 
interest among the government, corporations, consumers, individuals and nonprofit 
organizations on how they can partner to build the corporate image, maintain employee 
morale and loyalty through volunteering, and cultivate a more caring and sharing society.  
The net result of these factors will stimulate companies to consider corporate 
philanthropy more like a business tool than discretionary activity, paving the way for 
corporate social investing.  
In the Singapore context, the strengthening of the tripartite partnership among 
corporations, non-profits organizations, and government to share responsibilities in 
community betterment and development of a caring and sharing nation is strongly 
endorsed by the government. This strategy of forging consensus and promoting concerted 
efforts by all the three key sectors will also lead to less “dependency as witnessed in the 
welfarist state where governments are seen to be the main provider of solutions to the 
community’s concerns.” (Vasoo, 2000). There will also be a strong and positive 
correlation between growth in government social spending and growth in corporate 
contributions.   




Corporate contributions might follow government social spending in the 
following two arenas. First, as a strategy for maintaining goodwill with government, 
corporations might want to show their support for government welfare or community 
development programmes by doing their “fair share” in addressing social problems. With 
the development of Community Development Councils (CDCs) which are promoting 
matching grants for community projects, arts and cultural programmes, more 
corporations will be drawn to support these activities. This means that charities will have 
to work closely with the CDCs to tap on their corporate donors’ support. Such a diversion 
of direction for corporate funding will be inevitable in future. Second, business may need 
some form of government assistance, perhaps even financial assistance, in the future, and 
therefore want to be on the record as supporting government assistance programmes to 
other sectors of society.  It has been shown in a US study of Fortune 1000 Industrials for 
the year 1981 (Neiheisel) that growth in federal regulation is strongly and positively 
correlated with the growth in corporate contributions. (1994, p.170). Philanthropy is 
regarded by several large American corporations, as a goodwill measure that is intended 
to signal that business can voluntarily take up the public interest and suppress extreme 
self-interest. Hence, an increase in government regulation is matched by an increase in 
voluntary self-regulation by business itself.   
However, for corporate philanthropy to thrive in Singapore, what is needed now is 
to develop the capacity of corporations to explore new ways in meeting our society’s 
needs; and not to limit themselves to the rational management of conventional 
opportunities.  What are needed are “new” partnerships between business, society and 
government, whereby business can bring in its spirit of innovativeness and show 




alternative ways of meeting collective needs by encouraging community initiatives 
through project funding.  Singapore is known for its ability to integrate Western concepts 
and practices into Asian cultures, and the researcher believes that Singaporeans have the 
capacity to bring a fresh approach to philanthropy that blends the best corporate practices 
with the spirit of giving and caring, contributing towards building a better community for 
the world.  
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Appendix 1 – Letter to Companies to Participate in Survey 
10 December 2001 
 
Dear        , 
 
Thank you for responding to our earlier survey on corporate philanthropy. 
 
I would appreciate it very much if you could kindly help us to further this study by 
participating in the research. 
 
The objective of this research is to understand Singapore companies’ perceptions and 
participation in corporate philanthropy.  This research is conducted under the supervision of 
Dr. S. Vasoo, Senior Lecturer, Department of Psychology and Social Work, National 
University of Singapore. 
 
I can collect the information for the survey through a meeting with you, telephone, or by you 
completing the enclosed questionnaire. This whole process will take less than an hour of your 
time. But your participation in the survey will help us greatly in identifying the trends and 
pattern of corporate philanthropy in Singapore and its implications on practices and policies.  
 
The information that you provided will be kept in confidence.   
 
At the end of the survey, we will send you a copy of the report. This will be very helpful in 
giving you an overview of Singapore companies’ practices in corporate philanthropy, and 
how you can maximize your corporate giving to non-profits. 
 
My research assistant, Choon Kee, will be contacting you shortly on how you will like to 
assist us in this survey.  
 
Thank you and I look forward to your kind participation. 
 
With best regards, 
 










 Appendix 2- Questionnaire on the Study of Trends and Patterns of 
Corporate Philanthropy in Singapore 
 
Company  :_______________________________________________________ 
 
Address  : _______________________________________________________ 
 
Nature of Business : _______________________________________________________ 
 
Corporate Status (Please circle): GLC/Local/Public Listed 
 
Name of Respondent : _______________________________________________________ 
 
Designation  : _______________________________________________________ 
 
Telephone  : _______________________________________________________ 
 
Fax   : _______________________________________________________ 
 





ALL INFORMATION WILL BE KEPT 
CONFIDENTIAL 





A) BACKGROUND  INFORMATION  
 
1)   Please indicate type of business __________________________________________ 
 
2)     What is the mission and core values of the company?  
        _____________________________________________________________________ 




3) About how many employees did you have on January 1, 2001?_________________    
 
4)  Year    Net Profit   Contribution To Charity 
    ($’000)    ($’000) 
 
  1999   ________________ ___________________________ 
 
 











B) ANALYSIS OF CONTRIBUTIONS 2000 
5) How much does your company donate to the following organizations annually? 
 
Organization   Donation (S$’000) Please check the type of donations 
accordingly  
1) Charity (Please name)  
 
_____________________ ________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship  
 
______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 
 
______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 
 
______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 





2) Community Organization (Please name) 
 
______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 
 
______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 
 
______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 
 
______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 
 
c) Educational Institution (Please name) 
 
______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 
 
______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 
 




______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 
 




d) Others (Please specify)  
 
______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 
 
______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 
 
______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 
 
______________________ _________________   Direct Donation   Sponsorship   
Scholarship 





C) PROCEDURES FOR CORPORATE PHILANTHROPHY 
 
5)  Requests for contribution are referred to (title) ____________________________ 
 
6)  Contributions of $_________________or more require special action 
by_____________ 
 
7)   We do / do not have a written policy on contributions.   
       If Yes, please attach, indicating whether it is confidential. 
8) We do / do not contribute to capital fund drives (building or endowment).  
      If Yes, such contributions in 2000 represented about ________% of our total gifts. 
 
9)   About ____________% of our gifts go to annually recurring drives. 
 
10) We do / do not include an item for contributions at the beginning of our budget year 
 
11) We have / have not set up a corporation foundation to handle our contributions. 
 
12) We have /have not a PR Dept/Corporate Affairs Dept. to look into corporate philanthropy 
 








14) Our criteria for donation are based on: 
        Yes No If yes, please  
state amount 
 
a) A percentage of turnover     ___ ___ __________ 
b) A percentage of profit before tax    ___ ___ __________ 
c) Recommendations by corporate HQ    ___ ___ __________ 
d) Match employees’ donation     ___ ___ __________ 
e) Ad hoc and based on requests by charities   ___ ___ __________  
 
D) EMPLOYEE SOLICITATION & VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION 
 
15)  We do / do not permit plant solicitation of employees. 
       If YES, we limit such drives to _____________________    per year. 
 
16)  We do / do not make payroll deduction for charitable contributions.  
        If YES, the deduction is for_________________________________   
 
17)  Currently how are the following groups involved in volunteering? 
      Yes No If yes, please describe 
a) Chairman     ____ ____ __________________ 
b) CEO      _____ _____ __________________ 
c) Welfare Committee     _____ _____ __________________ 
d) Employees     _____ _____ ___________________ 
 




18) In the past 3 years, how will you rank your company’s participation in the following 
areas?  (Please check ‘ √ ’ accordingly) 
 
Participation Type of Organization 
Increased Decreased Remain unchanged 
Charities    
Community Organizations    
Educational Institutions    
Others 
Please specify 
   
 
19) Over the next 3 years, how will you rank your company’s participation in the following 
areas?  (Please check ‘ √ ’ accordingly) 
 
Participation Type of Organization 
Will increase Will decrease Will remain 
unchanged 
Charities    
Community Organizations    
Educational Institutions    
Others 
Please specify 
   
 




20) In each of the boxes, fill in the percentage of involvement by the different groups in the 
decision - making process on allocation of funds to charities 
 
a)  Chairman        ________ 
b)  Chief Executive Officer/Managing Director   ________ 
c)  Management Committee      ________ 
d)  Welfare Committee       ________ 
e)  Corporate Affairs / PR Department      ________ 
f)  External PR Agency      ________ 
g)  Others (Please specify)       ________ 
     TOTAL      100% 
         ======= 
21) How will you rank the Chairman/CEO’s role in the contribution function? 
 
     No Role  Minor Role   Moderate Role    Major Role  
 
a)  Setting goals          1                  2       3       4 
b)  Setting priorities          1     2                        3                        4 
c)   Setting budget levels         1                  2                         3                        4 
d)   Determining specific contribution         1                  2                         3                        4 





E) PURPOSES OF GIFTS 
 
22) For the following items, please tell me if it is a major motivation or minor motivation or 
no motivation at all for your giving.  
 
 
a)  The condition of the business 1  2      3  4  5  
 
b)  Public relations   1  2      3  4  5  
 
c) Quality of the charity making 
the requests    1 2      3   4  5  
     
d) Previous giving   1 2      3  4  5  
 
e) Tax incentives   1 2       3  4  5  
      
f) Other companies giving  1 2       3  4  5  
 
g) Interest of employees  1 2       3   4  5  
      
h) Being asked to contribute   1 2       3  4  5  










j) Being asked to contribute  
by a personal friend/ 
business associate   1 2       3  4  5  
 
k) Giving back to community  
that we make a living from           1 2       3  4  5 
 
l) Enhancing the moral  
basis of society    1 2       3  4  5 
 
m) Personal values of the  
Chairman/CEO   1 2       3  4  5 
 
23)  If the score for question (m) is between 4 and 5, how will you define the Chairman/CEO 
personal values in giving? Is it based on: 
 
   a) Family History      b) Financial Orientation   
       Tradition of giving (Dynast)                   Monetary Calculus (Investor) 
       Situational Change (Repayer)               
 
  c)   Fundamental Beliefs    d) Friends & Associates  
        Self-Fulfillment (Altruist)            Business Contracts (Communitarian) 
        Traditional Religion (Devout)                                   Social Interactions (Socialite) 
 
 




24) How does the Chairman/ CEO demonstrate these values in his action? 
  
_______________________________________________________________________ 









THANK YOU FOR YOUR SUPPORT 




Appendix 3 -  List of Participating Companies 
Manufacturing 
1. Eastgate Technology Ltd 
2. Eltech Electronics Ltd 
3. Fortune Food Manufacturing Pte Ltd 
4. Fu Yu Manufacturing Ltd 
5. Hyflux Ltd 
6. International Press Softcom Ltd 
7. Jurong Engineering Ltd 
8. Mayfran International Ltd 
9. Multi-Chem Ltd 
10. Natsteel Ltd 
11. Sharp Electronics (S) Pte Ltd 
12. Singapore Electrical Steel Services Pte Ltd 
 
Service 
1. Asahi Electronics (S) Pte Ltd 
2. Atlas Paper Products Pte Ltd 
3. B.J. Industries (Pte) Ltd 
4. Cathay Organisation Holdings Ltd 
5. Cosco Investment Ltd 
6. Cycle & Carriage Limited 
7. Davis Langdon & Seah Singapore Pte Ltd 
8. DBS Bank Ltd 
9. ECICS Holdings Ltd 
10. Gateway Technologies Services Pte Ltd 
11. Hamilton Sunstrand Pacific Aerospace 
12. Hardrock Café Pte Ltd 
13. Informatics Holdings Ltd 
14. Ingram Micro Asia Ltd 
15. Metropole Hotel 
16. Nestle R&D Centre (Pte) Ltd 
17. Parkway Healthcare Foundation.Ltd 
18. PineTree Town & Country Club 
19. Qian Hu Corporation Ltd 
20. Ramdas & Wong 
21. RDC Holdinds Pte Ltd 
22. Setsco Services 
23. Sharp Roxy Sales (S) Pte Ltd 
24. Tat Hong Holdings Ltd 
25. Times Publishing Limited 
26. Zouk Management Pte Ltd 






1. Allgreen Properties Ltd 
2. CapitaLand Ltd 
3. Cathay Organisation Ltd 
4. Far East Organisation  
5. Hor Kew Corporation Ltd 
6. Orchard Square Development Corporation Pte Ltd 
7. Pacific Carriers Ltd 
8. Singapore Airline Ltd 
9. Singapore Telecommunications Ltd 
10. STT Communications Ltd 
11. Suntec City Development Pte Ltd 
12. Tibs Holdings Ltd 
 




Appendix 4 - Letter to CEO for Interviews 






I am currently doing a PhD dissertation on the “Trends and Development of Corporate 
Philanthropy in Singapore” with NUS.  My supervisor is Dr. S. Vasoo, and I would deeply 
appreciate it if you could give me 30 minutes to conduct a face-to-face interview with you on 
corporate philanthropy. A list of ten questions that I would like to discuss with you is 
enclosed. 
 
Your participation in this survey will provide us with some essential views on what policy 
makers and charities need to do to propel corporate philanthropy. Currently, we have data on 
top Singapore 1,000 companies’ views on philanthropy. Your input will help us to further 
understand key decision-makers’ decisions and motivation towards corporate philanthropy. 
  
If I may, can I call you this week to check when is the best time that I can just come by and 
spend 30 minutes to get your input. Your kind support is deeply appreciated.   







Bee Wan Ditzig (Mrs)  
  
Tel: 63421611 (office) 94555273(mobile) 
Email: beewan@integrative.com.sg 
  
   
 








Based on a local in-depth study of 50 profitable Singapore companies in 2000, which have 
participated actively in corporate giving, it is found that 76% of the senior management team 
i.e. Chairman or CEOs are actively involved in the decision-making of allocation to charities. 
Overall, more than 50% of the Senior Management played a major role in setting goals, 
priorities, and budgets to determining specific contributions; regardless of the size of 
donations.  If the senior management team plays a critical role in corporate philanthropy, then 
it is important to understand what the key motivators of their giving are. The study found the 
following as the key motivators of CEOs’ giving to charities: 
1) Quality of the charity making the requests – 91% 
2) Giving back to the community that we make a living from – 84% 
3) Enhancing the moral basis of society –82% 
4) Personal values of the Chairman/CEO – 77% 
5) Previous givings –77% 
6) Public relations –71% 
7) Being asked to contribute be a personal friend/ business associate –70% 
8) The condition of the business –63% 
9) Interest of employees –60% 
10) Tax incentives –58% 
11) Being asked to contribute by government –51% 
12) Other companies giving –32% 
 





Objective:  To collect sufficient information to help us identify what CEOs are looking for in 
corporate philanthropy and how to motivate them to support philanthropy.  
 
1) Based on the findings on charitable giving as listed above what are your reactions toward 
charitable giving and philanthropy? 
2) What charities and charitable causes appeal to you and why? 
3) What are the charitable causes that your corporation is currently supporting and how are 
these selected?  
4) How are you and your employees involved with the charities you support? 
5) When you reflect on these charities or the causes that you support, what are the three key 
factors that attract you to support them?  
6) What can charities do to gain your corporate support? 
7) What is the likelihood of you becoming more involved with corporate philanthropy and 
on what level? 
8) What are your views on employees’ volunteerism – cash and effort? 
9) What policies do you think will promote more corporate philanthropy in Singapore? 
10) Do you see corporate philanthropy growing in Singapore in the next five year? 
 




Appendix 5- List of Interviewees 
1) Mr. Philip Ng, CEO of Far East Organisation  
2) Dr. Henry Tay, Chairman of the Hour Glass Ltd 
3) Ms. Fang Ai Lian, Chairman and Managing Partner, Ernst & Young,   Singapore 
4) Mr. Ng Ser Miang, Chairman of Singapore Sports Council 
5) Mr. Eric Low, GM, of Marina Punggol Club 
6) Ms. Jennie Chua, CEO of Raffles Holdings and Chairman of Community Chest of 
Singapore 
7) Ms. Claire Chiang, Executive Director, of Banyan Tree Gallery. 
8) Mr. Lim Jit Poh, Group Chairman of ComfortDelgro Corporation 
9) Ms. Kua Hong Pak, CEO of ComfortDelgro Corporation 
10) Mr. Frank Chang, Marketing Manager of NTUC Income 
11) Ms. Caroline Fernandez, PR Manager of NTUC Income 
12) Mr. Gerard Ee, President of National Council of Social Services 
13) Mr. Willie Cheng, Chairman of National Volunteer and Philanthropy Centre 
14) Mrs. Tan Chee Koon, Executive Director, National Volunteer and Philanthropy 
Centre 
 
 
 
